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ABSTRACT 

This document contains witness testimony and prepared 
statements from the Congressional hearing called to examine the 
operations of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention (OJJDP) . Witnesses include the administrator, deputy 
administrator, and head of the research division of the OJJDP, along 
with a program specialist and a staff member. Other witnesses are the 
president, the dean of the College of Arts and Sciences, and a 
researcher from the School of Education, all of the American 
University in Washington, D.C. The testimony of the American 
University witnesses describes a multidisciplinary research project 
on pornography, sexual exploitation and abuse, and juvenile 
delinquency being conducted with a grant from the OJJDP. The 
testimony of the president and the director of programs of the 
National Center for Neighborhood Enterprise, and the director of 
Government/United Way Relations of the Boys Clubs of America 
addresses the issues of fairness, competitive grants, and the need to 
serve high risk youth. The activities of the OJJDP are reviewed, and 
the question of competition on awards granted, as well as the issue 
of peer review are examined. (NRB) 
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OVERSIGHT: OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE 
AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 



WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 1, 1984 

U.S. Senate, 
Subcommittee on Juvenile Justice, 

Committee on the Judiciary, 

Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met at 9:30 a.m., in room 226, Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, Hon. Arlen Specter (chairman of the subcommit- 
tee) presiding. 

Present: Senator Metzenbaum. 

Staff present: Mary Louise Westmoreland, chief counsel; Scott 
Wallace, counsel; Bruce King, counsel; Tracy McGee, chief clerk; 
and Marsha Cohen, staff assistant. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON, ARLEN SPECTER, A U.S. SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA, CHAIRMAN, SUBCOM- 
MITTEE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE 

Senator Specter. The Subcommittee on Juvenile Justice of the 
Committee on the Judiciary will come to order on this oversight 
hearing on the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven- 
tion. 

This is a significant hearing for a number of reasons. What is the 
general oversight as to the operation of this important unit? 

Second, there are pending considerations on the Justice Assist- 
ance Act for possible changes in the structure of the Office of Juve- 
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, possibility of integrating 
it in a different way into the Department of Justice. This function 
is a very important one. It has withstood a number of challenges in 
the course of the past 3 l / 2 years with the maintenance of funding 
at a $70 million level. 

This subcommittee has had a wide variety of hearings over the 
past 3 1/ 2 years on the problems of juvenile crime, violence, as juve- 
nile offenders move into career criminal status, hearings on prob- 
lems of runaways, on sexual abuse of children, recently on the 
issue of preventive detention of children who are accused of of- 
fenses. If we a r e to find some way to break the crime cycle and 
move people out of the cycle, moving from truancy to petty larceny 
to robbery, to robbery-murder, it is going to be necessary that we 
have innovative planning in the Office of Juvenile Justice and De- 
linquency Prevention, to do what can be done in this very impor- 
tant area. The activities of this office are very important indeed, 
and that is the focus of our hearing today. 
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I am particularly interested in two aspects as we review the ac- 
tivities of this office. One is the question of competition on awards 
which are granted, and the second is the issue of peer review as 
that may be an important item to assure that there is objectivity, 
and the best standard of the allocation of the limited resources 
which are available. 

I would like to turn now to my colleague, the ranking member, 
Democratic side of the subcommittee, Senator Howard Metz- 
enbaum. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. HOWARD M. METZENBAUM, A U.S. 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 

Senator Metzenbaum. Mr. Chairman, I think I am going to 
waive an opportunity to make a lengthy opening statement because 
I think the questions and answers are particularly relevant in this 
subject. I do have a number of questions of Mr. Regnery and 
others. 

My understanding is that Mr. Nicholson is not going to be with 
us today, is that correct? 

Senator Specter. That is correct. He could not be here. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Well, I do not know what he has to do 
that is more important than coming before the committee has over- 
sight. 

You and I both know that he indicated he wanted to meet with 
me prior to this hearing. He indicated a willingness to do so. I also 
understand that he indicated that he wanted some restraints with 
respect to the area of my inquiry if he appeared before this com- 
mittee and 

Senator Specter. No, that is not so. There was no request to me 
for any limitations as to what Mr. Nicholson would testify to. 

Senator Metzenbaum. It was to me. 

Senator Specter. Who made the representation? 

Senator Metzenbaum. To staff, who indicated that Mr. Nicholson 
would like to meet with me for the purpose of discussing some 
limits in connection with my inquiry. 

I indicated that I would be willing to meet with him but that I 
would not be willing to agree to any limits as to what I might in- 
quire of him concerning. 

Senator Specter. Senator Metzenbaum, as to your meeting with 
him, that is true, and that is something that I took up with you 
personally. It was represented to me that Mr. Nicholson did want 
to meet with you prior to the time that he testified. I discussed 
that with you. 

Senator Metzenbaum. And I said OK. 

Senator Specter. And you said that would be acceptable, but 
there has been no statement to me, and I just double checked with 
the staff, about any limitations as to the scope of what Mr. Nichol 
son would testify to. I would not agree to that. Anybody who ap- 
pears before this subcommittee, as far as I am concerned, is subject 
to being asked any question which is germane. 

I do agree with you that Mr. Nicholson ought to be here. And 
reasons that he gave were th'it he had scheduling difficulties and 
he was not feeling well, and he had family considerations where he 
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was not feeling well, and none of the reasons which were stated ap- 
peared to be compelling. We may have him at a later date. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Well, let me "ay that we both agree that 
he should be here. Certainly you did n indicate any restraints as 
pertaining to any questions that I migh have or that this commit- 
tee might have. 

I was informed and was asked whether or not I would be willing 
to meet with him, that is through my staff, which has been in con- 
tact with your staff, and whether or not I would agree not to ask 
him any questions in connection with his personal background 
matters. I said no, I would not do that. But that is not really the 
central question. 

The central question is Mr. Nicholson should be here. You and I 
are in agreement on that. Mr. Nicholson was the recipient of close 
to a $4 million grant which we believed was awarded to him to 
create a facility under extremely unusual circumstances. And I 
would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. Nicholson be advised that 
we want him here. I heard he had travel problems, but it is not 
very difficult to travel from Los Angeles to Washington. 

Well, since he is using Federal funds entirely for his facility, I 
certainly think he could have changed his schedule to be here. And 
this Senator is not happy about it. But I do not want to delay the 
hearing further on this subject since I think some of the witnesses 
who are here should be given full and adequate time to answer our 
inquiries. 

Senator Specter. Well, I repeat that Mr. Nicholson is a relevant 
witness, and I think he should be here. There were discussions as 
to his appearing here, and there was a discussion as to meeting 
with you in advance so that it is apparent that the matter is before 
him, at least preliminarily there were plans undertaken on his 
part to be here. The reasons given to me are not satisfactory either. 

I think we should pursue the matter. We have a written state- 
ment. I have not yet examined the written statement. I do not 
know if you have. But we shall pursue the matter after this hear- 
ing is over. 

Senator Metzenbaum. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The prepared statement of Senator Denton and a letter from 
Senator Denton to Senator Specter follow:] 

I'km'akku Statkmknt ok Hon Jkrkmiah Dknton. a U.S. Senator From thk State 

OK ALABAMA 

Mr Chairman. I commend you for scheduling this oversight hearing on the Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention iOJJDP). Like you, Mr. Chairman. I 
Miev* that OJJDF represents the level of commitment and emphasis that the Fed- 
eral Government must continue to place on the area of juvenile justice. I therefore 
stronglv support the reauthorization of OJJDF at its current level of funding, as in- 
dicated by my co*ponsor.-»hip of S. 2014. 1 also support the concept of maintaining 
the existing structure of OJJDF. so as not to allow for a weakening of our resolve to 
continue support of jail removal and separation of non-criminal behavior from 
criminal behavior 

While I am supportive of the existing structure of OJJDF, I urn not unaware of 
concerns which have been raised regarding its current administration. Those con- 
tern* inc lude, but are not limited to* 

1 An apparent slant towards the biological causation of criminal behavior; 

J A major frx 4 u^ on apprehension and prosecutorial services rather than on pre- 
vention of crime and therefore the prevention of people becoming victims of crime: 
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A. AwardiiiK »f » number of questionable non-competitive grants (cooperative 
agreement*) including a $800,000 agreement to study pornography; 

4. A disregard of tno n«H»d for federal identification and promotion of prevention 
effort* that are effective and transferable to other parts of the nation; and 

5. An apparent unwillingness to receive input in the juvenile jus' ice and youth 
areas. 

1 look forward to having these concerns addressed. 
Thank vou Mr Chairman. 

U.S. Senate, 
Committee on the Judiciary, 
Washington, DC August I 1981 

Hon. Ari.en Spkctkr, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Juvenile Justice, SH-H15 Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington. IK\ 

Df.au Ari.en. There was an inference made at yesterday's oversight hearing on 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention which I believe needs to 
be addressed. During the hearing Mr. Wooten, Administrator Regnery's Chief 
Deputy, noted that I had met with Dr. Judith Reisman prior to the awarding of the 
$MMUMM> cooperation agreement which was made by OJJDP. The inference was that 
I influenced the awarding of the grant. 

In fact. I did meet with Dr. Reisman, Mr. Wooten and members of my staff to 
listen to a presentation by Dr. Reisman regarding pornography. I must say that I 
was and still am intrigued by Dr. Reisman's theories. However, no mention was 
made of the pending grant application nor did I promise to use the auspices of my 
office to get federal funding for Dr. Reisman's project. 

Again, while I am supportive of Dr. Reisman's work, I provided no assistance in 
her obtaining federal backing. In fact I continue to have some question on the 
amount of the final award. 

I thank you for the opportunity to clarify this point for the record. 
Sincerely. 

Jeremiah Denton. 

Senator Speotkr. Mr Regnery, will you stand and raise your 
right hand and be sworn? 

Do you solemnly swear that your testimony in evidence that you 
present before this subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Rkgnery. I do. 

Senator Specter. Mr. Regnery, we welcome you here. We have 
had you testify before on a number of occasions, and we have had 
cooperation from your unit as we have sought to move ahead on a 
number of common goals on juvenile justice and delinquency pre- 
vention. We look forward to your testimony. 

You may proceed as you choose. 

TKSTIMONY Ol HON. ALFRED S. RKCNERY. ADMINISTRATOR, 
OFF1CF. OF JI VKNI1 JO Jt'HTIC'K AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

Mr. Rkgnkry. Thank you very much, Senator. 

I do have a prepared statement, which I believe you have, and I 
ask that it be included in the record. 

Senator Spkctkr. We have the prepared statement and it will be 
made a part of the record fully. You may refer to it or summarize. 

Mr. Rkcsnkky. I will summarize. 

I would also like to say we have a number of other witnesses 
here from my staff. I think virtually everybody who is connected 
with the issues that you are interested in is here, and we will be 
willing to present them to you. I think they will be able to answer 
any questions you have regarding the Pepperdine grant. 

Let me clarify one misconception on the part of Senator Metz- 
cnbuum before I begin. 
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George Nicholson did not get a grant from our office. Pepperdine 
University did. and George Nicholson is an employee of Pepperdine 
University. 

Senator Metzenbaum. I understand that. Bi< also my under- 
standing, although I am not certain of the facte, that he called the 
university and offered them the grant and his relationship with the 
university was such, in making the telephone call, that he actually 
did not even know who the president of the university was, and 
that it is an unusual procedure for a grantee to be— for somebody 
to take a grant to a university. 

Mr. Regnery. Well, he did not have a grant to give. I had the 
grant to give and I gave the grant to Pepperdine University. 

We discussed it with George Nicholson before he went to Pepper- 
dine University and we discussed the possibility of his putting to- 
gether a project if he could find an acceptable grantee, which he 
ultimately did— Pepperdine University. He is an employee of Pep- 
perdine University. He can be fired any time by Pepperdine Uni- 
versity. Pepperdine has the obligation to the Federal Government 
to carry out the grant itself as specified. So I think it is important 
to understand that relationship. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Welh I think it is important to under- 
stand that relationship, and I also want to get into interrogating 
you concerning the question of whether or not it is in the highly 
unusual procedure for people to have grants to be able to offer 
them to universities, as Mr. Nicholson did, and Ms. Reisman did. 

Mr. Regnery. That is fine. We can talk about that. 

Senator Specter. Senator Metzenbaum, let us proceed with Mr. 
Regnery. 

Senator Metzenbaum. I did. 

Senator Specter. He wanted to raise a clarification concerning 
Mr. Nicholson's status, and we appreciate that. But let us proceed 
to your testimony in chief, and we will then move as customary se- 
quence on the questioning. 

Mr. Regnery. Thank you very much, Senator. 

The first thing I would like to say is that the Senate is in the 
midst of the reauthorization process for my Office. I understand 
headway is being made on that with my department, your office, 
and with Senator Hawkins' office, and we certainly appreciate the 
((•operation and the help that you are giving. We have been work- 
ing closely with your staff, and I think that process is well on the 
way to becoming finalized. I hope it is. 

Since I last testified, there have been a number of developments 
within my office which I think are significant and which I would 
like to outline briefly to the committee. 

First of all, as you know, Senator Specter, the Missing Children's 
Center was opened on June V.I by the President at the White 
House. It is now functioning. The staff has been hired. I believe 
they have liH or M people on their staff. They are receiving literal- 
ly hundreds of phone calls from parents, parent organizations, law 
enforcement and others, asking for assistance in missing children's 
eases And they are in fact beginning to render that assistance. 
There is an hmi phone number that is in the process of being set 
up. Apparently it takes AT&T a long time to do that these days, 
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but I guess they are slowly getting the thing together and I believe 
it should be operational within another month or so. 

Generally I think the Center is in good hands. It is well on its 
way to becoming a significant entity in the missing children's prob- 
lem, and I think it will be a great asset to the country generally. 

Second, we recently made a significant grant to the National 
Council of Juvenile Family Court Judges for a program that we 
call the Court Appointed Special Advocates Program, which is de- 
signed to recruit volunteers to represent the interests of abused 
and neglected children in family courts. That was a $1.5 m'Uion 
noncompetitive grant which we gave to the National Council. They 
have been working with 35 to 40 organizations and volunteer 
groups around the country, beginning to get the thing set up. 
Again, it is a project that we are very high on. We believe that it 
will ultimately have as much impact on the subject of juvenile de- 
linquency as virtually anything my office has done because of the 
very great numbers of children who have been abused and neglect- 
ed who ultimately wind up in juvenile courts as delinquents. And if 
we can find permanent homes for those children, which is what 
that program is designed to do, I think it will have a very great 
impact on thelfC 

We just awarded a number of grants to prosecutors' offices across 
the country with which to prosecute habitual juvenile offenders. 
There are 13 of these grants at a cost of $250,000 to $300,000 each. 

We are also about to let a contract for an evaluation of that proc- 
ess. That has been a competitive process throughout. It has been a 
very successful one. I might add, Senator, that Philadelphia is one 
of the cities that received one of those grants. The program is 
based on the theory that a relatively small number of juveniles, 
probably 5 to K percent, commit 50 to 70 percent of all the serious 
juvenile crime. Much of the research which that program is based 
on came from Philadelphia, Senator, from Professor Wolfgang, 
with whom I believe you discussed it, and also from Mrs. Hampar- 
ian— with whom Senator Metzenbaum is familiar as well — who has 
done some very good research on the question of juvenile offenders 
which has been very valuable to us in setting up this program. 

I was in Chicago on Friday with the States attorney there, and 
his office has developed some numbers which I think are signifi- 
cant. They found that only 1.1 percent of all 10- u 16-year olds in 
Cook County— that is a number of about 3,700, I believe— account- 
ed for 3I> percent of all juvenile arrests. Furthermore, that group of 
1.1 percent had been arrested on an average of 10 times each. I 
think that certainly verifies the numbers that we have collected 
elsewhere which show that there is a very small percentage of ju- 
veniles who are the worst chronic offenders, and who need to be 
dealt with as strenuously as possible by the juvenile justice system. 

We have also found that those chronic juvenile offenders are the 
same people who have become career criminals. I think this solidi- 
fies our notion that one needs to deal with them as early as possi- 
ble. Again, preliminary research that we have coming into our 
office indicates that as many as 77 percent, I believe, of the chronic 
juvenile offenders have been arrested over five times more than 
adult offenders by the time they are 23 years old and, in fact, most 
chronic adult offenders were also chronic juvenile offenders. So, it 
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is a cycle that we have not been very successful in breaking to 
date. 

If the criminal justice system and the juvenile justice system 
offers any way of working with these children in this system, I be- 
lieve the program that we just initiated will be able to deal with 
these chronic offenders. 

We are in the midst of determining who will be the recipient of a 
grant to train counties across the country in restitution program^. 
Again, this is a competitive process and, in fact, the competition \& 
on-going as we speak to determine who the recipient of that grant 
will be. That will be a $1.4 million project which we believe will be 
able to provide training to between 800 and 1,000 jurisdictions in 
setting up juvenile restitution programs. 

We are also in the midst of a competitive process to determine 
who will be recipients of four or five grants in the private sector 
corrections area. As you know, Senator Specter, the juvenile area 
has had a high degree of private involvement in the corrections 
area. We believe that from what we have seen, the private sector 
can do a better iob with rehabilitating children than the public 
sector. At least tnat is what is indicated by some studies — though 
the numbers are not very good, as no one has done a careful eval- 
uation. We are therefore in the process of funding four or five new 
entities. We will have a careful evaluation of that project, so in 2 
or ii years, we will be able to tell you whether or not, in fact, these 
groups are able to rehabilitate juvenile offenders in a way different 
from the public sector. Again, it is a program that we think has 
ber.j extremely well designed. It has taken us about 1 year and 8 
months to get this far into it. We will be giving grants of about 
half a million dollars each to these organizations. Of the grant ap- 
plications we have received, and I think we have about 26 under 
this project, we are very encouraged that will be successful. 

In the area of school discipline and school crime, we have funded 
the National School Safety Center at Pepperdine University with a 
grant of j i ist over $2 million. There is a possibility that another $2 
million may be awarded if the first year is successfully completed. 
So, in fact, it is not a $4 million grant. 

That office has been set up in Sacramento. It is functioning and 
staff have been hired. The staff is in the process of writing and pre- 
paring for the school year. They have spent a lot of time contacting 
educational organizations in preparing for conferences and develop- 
ing O clearinghouse that they will ultimately establish, Senator. 
They have developed a brochure which I think might be valuable 
to add to the record, which I have here, which describes what they 
will be doing. This, of course, is a project which was part of the 
Presidential initiative on school discipline which was discussed at a 
hearing before this subcommittee in January, and to which, so far, 
we have had a very positive reaction to from the educational com- 
munity. We have worked carefully with the Education Department 
on it. We have worked with groups such as the National Associa- 
tion of School Boards and Secondary School Principals, the School 
Safety Officers organization, and many others in establishing what 
they need. And again we have had almost universally a positive re- 
action te what we are doing. 
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We find, in fact, that there is great need on the part of many 
educators for the service* that we will be able to provide. 
I might also add, just as an aside, that yesterday the Justice De- 

Eartment filed a amicus brief in the New Jersey v. T.L.O. case 
efore the Supreme Court, which is a case pending on the fourth 
amendment search and seizure issue in the schools. The brief, I 
suspect, will be available to you if you would like to see it. I believe 
it is the first amicus brief the Justice Department has filed pursu- 
ant to the Presidential request that we look for such cases in which 
to file those briefs. 

In the area of training, we continue to train many different 
groups connected with the juvenile justice field— police officers, 
judges, district attorneys, correctional officials, restitution officers, 
and private nonprofit organizations which work with children. We 
provide both technical assistance and training to them. That 
budget is significant, and again, we get very positive reaction I 
think virtually universally, from tt» people we do train. 

We have one program that I would like to mention at the Feder- 
al Law Enforcement Training Center in Glynco, GA, to train police 
officers. I believe in the last year we have trained over 500 juvenile 
officers— people in policymaking decisions across the country— in 
how to deal with delinquency, how to deal with child abuse, and in 
other areas of which they should be aware. It is a program that is 
very professionally carried out, and the letters that I get, Senator, 
from police officers who have been there are astounding in their 
praise for the program. Generally, people think we should expand 
it— we are trying to do so— to bring more people in to provide pro- 
fessionally training. Of course, the police officer are on the front 
line. They are the first to deal with problems of delinquency and, 
in many cases in the past they have not been particularly well 
trained for the job. I think this program is beginning to turn that 
cycle so that we have a cadre of police officers who understand the 
problems of children, both in abuse and neglect, as well as delin- 
quency, and who they can deal with it on a front line basis. 

You asked about the area of competition. My office does have a 
policy on competition which is nonstatutory. It is delineated in 
guidelines. Since coming to the office in November 1982, I have not 
changed that policy. We try to compete programs when we can. In 
some cases we cannot compete programs. We have developed some 
numbers as well as we could for you, Senator, on what we do com- 
l>ete and what we do not. 

Unlike many grant-making agencies, we are not required to 
make grants competitive. We do have the policy guidelines, as I 
mentioned, which we have developed internally. We adhere to 
those policy guidelines, I believe, exactly. 

I have attached to my testimony a copy of the memorandum 
from the General Counsel's Office which was developed about 1 
year ago. which spells out what that policy is. I think you have it 
in front of you 

Legislation recently passed by the House would require all of our 
grants to he made competitively. The Senate language does not in- 
clude that provision Because of the diverse nature of grants that 
we give, and because we make many small grants both to research 
organizations and for special emphasis projects, the grant making 
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process thai we have is not universally well suited to competition. 
We make demonstration awards for research, training, and techni- 
cal assistance, as well as certain direct service grants;. Although 
many of these are granted competitively, others would he virtually 
impossible to grant under the competitive process. For example, 
our training division has almost never made competitive grants be- 
cause of the singular nature of Its work. There is usually only ore 
organization capable of training the target constituency. For exam- 
ple, we have given grants to the National College of District Attor- 
neys to train prosecutors. The National College is virtually the 
only organization in the United States that is either equipped to or 
capable of training prosecutors. Such a grant could not be made 
competitively. 

Similarly, training judges and even police officers is done best by 
individual organizations which have access to those constituencies, 
which have credibility, and which may have a certain curriculum 
to teach. Accordingly, we often seek out such organizations and ne- 
gotiate an award with them. 

I should point out, however, that we are in the midst of making a 
competitive grant for training counties to set up restitution pro- 
grams for juveniles, as I mentioned, which apparently is the first 
competitive grant the training division has ever made, at least to 
the recollection of the people who are now in that division. 

Similarly, the numerous small research grants which we give, 
many to small research organizations or to individual experts, 
would he impossible under a competitive process. This is because 
these researchers will often come to us with a proposal which is 
unique and which only that researcher is equipped to do. Without 
having to compete such a process, we are in a position to have such 
research done quickly and efficiently. It has been estimated that 
the cost of competing for grants runs upward of $10,000, and the 
pre .rev often takes h* months or more. Th° small researchers, who 
have hern an important part < ' OJJDP work, have estimated that 
if competition were required, they would not be able to afford to 
compete fur our grants, with the result that only the large research 
organizations and large universiti.s would be able to successfully 
compete for our money 

Nevertheless, grant.; are awarded competitively unless there is a 
uoml and compelling reason to do otherwise. Thus far in fiscal year 
I'.M. u-inn special emphasis funds, we have made a total of VA 
.iw.inU |mi .i total Mini of .>l."> f 2U!UHin. Of those. 2n were made com- 
prtitivi'k fur .<»'.. JUl.nno. i:{ were made noncompetitive^ for 
SvJii'J.nun. and five awards totaling .^iOo.OOO were interagency 
tr.usMer^ VVi- anticipate making at least six additional competitive 
.iw.ud- with -penal emphasis funds this year, totaling million. 
■ ind - 1 1 » t icip.iir making three or four more sole source grants during 
fhf n f r .urul^r n| l'.»M. must of which would he less than $lUii,(HM) 
• m. h AivurdmuK. hv the end of l!»M. about half of all the awards 
ci woh *piTial emphasis funds will have been made comoeti- 

I ^oui: i »-i .] ! \ i. »r ' '.<*:i. in all di \ i-ion-. t here wet e !M categorical 
i*-'- ud- 'v.i'li- f.tf.ilinc >17.» it 1 1 1 1 it in Of those. .*>*> were made com 
s'e.fi-, i ,r nolli.jn. 1. 1 were made noncompet itivelv fur .yT *i 
iii j ! J .i\\,a>'' totaling >! s million were interagency 
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transfers and statutorily mandated insular area awards. Thus, of 
the $15.7 million awarded during fiscal year 1983, excluding insu- 
lar areas and interagency transfers, more than half of the money 
was awarded competitively. 

In the National Institute, all awards made so far in fiscal year 
19H4 have been noncompetitive— a total of 18 awards for a total of 
$3.2 million. Only five of those, however, at a total of $1.8 million, 
were new awards and the remainder were continuations of awards 
made before I came to the office. We do have special competitive 
projects pending in the Institute, including a $200,000 project on 
legal issues, several project evaluations, a project on the quality 
and availability of juvenile records, and our restitution project, to 
mention a few. Most of those will be awarded in fiscal year 1984. 

The competitive process that we have in our office is certainly 
not perfect, Senator. I would be the last to say that it was. Compe- 
tition has certain advantages, and it has certain disadvantages. I 
think that in an office like mine where the juvenile justice area is 
fairly limited in its scope and the number of people who work in it 
is small it is probably valuable not to have to compete grants, be- 
cause by not competing, we can bring in new organisations and 
new people who otherwise would not be able to successfully com- 
pete against the larger old line organizations who know so well 
how to compete. We are trying to improve that system. We are cer- 
tainly cognizant of the criticism that has been leveled against us. I 
am aware that there are some grants which might have been 
better if we had competed them. On the other hand, there are some 
competitive grants that we have made which certainly are far from 
perfect. I think you cannot conclude that by competing everything, 
you are going to straighten out problems that you otherwise might 
have. 

One of the other problems with competing grants is the fact, 
which I have alluded to, that the large organizations with the re- 
sources and skills to write a good grant application are the ones 
who invariably win, and the smaller researchers who, as I men- 
tioned, have been so important in our work, may not be able to 
compete tor those grants because of the cost and the time of doing 
so. 

In the area of juvenile delinquency prevention versus juvenile de- 
linquency control, again, I am certainly aware of the criticism that 
has been leveled against us. Press accounts have claimed that we 
have "scrapped" prevention and that all we are interested in doing 
is locking kids up. We have carefully gone through the number of 
grants that we have made, and determined that, in fact, nothing 
could be further from the truth. Prevention is still very much alive 
and well in our office. We have many more prevention grants, in 
fact, than control grants. We have spent, over the years, tens of 
millions of dollars on delinquency prevention. Much of this money 
lias been spent aimlessly, that is, spent on the general population, 
whether the general population needs delinquency prevention or 
not The result has been, unfortunately, less than successful, and 
eiuluntion* ot thoNe prevention activities have been almost univer- 
sally pessimistic 

It ha> often been said that many delinquency prevention efforts 
result in doing the right tilings for the wrong reasons: we have 
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tried to teach people to read to prevent delinquency, we have tried 
to cure learning disabilities to prevent delinquency, we have built 
new basketball courts to prevent delinquency, we have even pur- 
chr >ed minibikes for innercity children to prevent delinquency, 
an i we have sent children to summer camp, to mention a few. 
Those art* things that society probably should be doing for children 
anyway, but not in the name of delinquency prevention. 

Accordingly, since I have been in the office, we have tried to re- 
direct our prevention activities to focus on children who appear to 
have a higher risk of becoming delinquents or who, for one reason 
or another, are more susceptible to prevention activity. So far 
during fiscal year 1984, of the more than 60 awards signed, which I 
mentioned, A2 have been for prevention activities, for a total of 
$12.2 million, and only 18 for control of delinquency, at a total of 
$4.1 million. The remainder of our grants fall in neither category. 

We do anticipate making six additional grants which fall in the 
control category during the remainder of this fiscal year for a total 
of about $U H million. Accordingly, by the end of the year, we will 
have spent about $8 million on control and over $12 million on pre- 
vention 

By focusing our prevention activities carefully, we are not only 
using our money more efficiently, but also having greater impact 
on juvenile crime. 

The permanent families for abused and neglected children 
project, which I mentioned in the beginning, will focus particularly 
on the dependent and neglected child, a group with an extremely 
high rate of subsequent delinquent activity. By assisting the juve- 
nile court system in finding permanent homes for these children, 
we believe that we may have a very significant impact on prevent- 
ing delinquency. 

Our grant to Pepperdine University for the National School 
Safety Center, by the same token, is aimed particularly at prevent- 
ing delinquency in the schools. From the experience of similar ef- 
forts and from what we have learned about school crime and school 
discipline, we believe that its impact may be very significant. 

Similarly, during 198;*, we made a large grant to the Boys Clubs 
of America, requiring that the Boys Clubs go into the juvenile jus- 
tice system to recruit children who have already had some contact 
with law enforcement because of delinquent activity, and bring 
them to the Hoys Clubs for their prevention activities 

Previous awards to such groups as the Boys Clubs simply sup- 
ported their general activities, and a great deal of our money was 
used for children who were not likely to become delinquents 
anyway 

Other examples of some of our prevention awards include the 
Center for Community Change here in Washington, DC, which will 
provide training and technical assistance to eight neighborhood 
ba>ed organizations to implement local projects such as providing 
alternatives to the institutionalization of juveniles and reducing 
violent juvenile crime and the fear of such crime. 

Another one is the National (enter for Neighborhood Knterprise, 
and I believe Hob W<x>dson is going to testify later today and ex- 
plain that one. 
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In addition, we funded the Law Enforcement Explorer Scouts 
and the five law- related education projects, a project which we 
have been involved in for some time. I would add, incidentally, that 
all of those grants were made noncompetitive^. 

Among grants we have made to assist the juvenile justice system 
in controlling offenders are the 13 grants to the district attorneys' 
offices which I have already described, training programs for pros- 
ecutors, judges, police officers, corrections officials and others 
within the system, the private sector corrections grants, and our 
new restitution project. 

On the issue of peer review, Senator, I have some testimony in 
my prepared statement which I will not read. We generally use the 
peer review process at all stages of our grant-making awards, in- 
cluding peer review while the grant is ongoing and during the 
review process for publications. Peer review may mean different 
things to different people. And as I have read the descriptions in 
the Federal bulletins at the National Science Foundation, NIMH, 
and places like those, they have a very formal review process. Ours 
would probably be much more informal. To some extent, we have a 
list of peer reviewers that we use regularly. I think th*re are about 
Sf) people on this list who we pay when we want something re- 
viewed. But we also have an informal process whereby people 
around the country whom my staff or I know may simply be asked 
to comment. 

For example, I recently completed a project looking at an unso- 
licited grant application. I sent out letters with copies of the appli- 
cation to about 12 people around the country who were involved in 
that area in different capacities— both professors and scholars, 
frontline people, Government people, and people in other agen- 
cies—and I simply said I would appreciate their review and com- 
ment on the materials. When replies to such requests come back, 
we try to assimilate them and make some sense out of them. 

By the same token, we will convene panels from time to time. 
We are convening a panel tomorrow, in fact, here in Washington 
with a number of experts on the question of juvenile records. In 
fact, it is an area that we had a hearing on about a year ago. We 
have wrestled with this area and have found it to be a difficult 
area to do anything about. So we are convening a panel of people 
for w (lays t:> advise us on our approach and types of projects that 
we should undertake. 

My staff will explain in more detail how they use the peer 
review process. Again, it is certainly not a perfect process. The ju- 
venile justice area, I think, is so diverse and has such a limited 
number of people concerned, that it does not really lend itself to 
having a formalized process such as NIMH or some other scientific 
activities and organizations. Nevertheless, I think that it certainly 
could be unproved — there is no question about that. 

We will be happy to work with your staff if they think there are 
things t hat we either should do by guideline or regulation* or even 
by statute. l<> improve the process. 

Hut, again, I do not think it is something that lends itself to a 
simple answer, that is, saying one has to do this or that because of 
the nature of the beast 
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In the formula grant urea, Senator, we continue to have all but 
tour States in our program. Those States that are not in the pro- 
gram are North and South Dakota, Nevada, and Wyoming. The 
State of Ohio has presently been temporarily terminated from the 
program because of the high number of juveniles that it has in its 
institutions. We are working with State officials on an ongoing 
basis to try to straighten that out. There seems to be some discrep- 
ancy in the way they actually make the count. But we found from 
the numbers that they have given to us that Ohio has more juve- 
niles than any other State. We are hoping that we can resolve that 
issue by the end of the year. There are other States that have prob- 
lems but none to that degree. So it does appear as though, with the 
beginning of the next year, we will probably continue to have all 
but four States in the project. 

One of the issues that came up at the last hearing was the figure 
in our budget request for 198a that claimed there were 35,000 
status offenders and nonoffenders in secure detention facilities. In 
fact, you asked me about that. That number was one that was very 
rough, and it was developed I believe a year ago. My staff has gone 
through and recomputed those figures, and they have concluded 
that there is somewhere in the vicinity of 12,700 juveniles in those 
institutions in participating States— down fiom 35,000. Again, I 
would be leery of that number because, to some extent, it is a pro- 
jection. Bach State makes the count differently. Some will count 
for a month, others will count for a year, and one must extrapolate 
thost numbers to try to come up with a number. That is an admis- 
sion figure. 

Incidentally, that is the number of status and nonoffenders who 
were admitted to those institutions during the course of the year. 

We talked a little bit at the last hearing about the Monday count 
figures, which I tend to think are probably more accurate. Those 
an- the figures developed by the Census Bureau for their children 
in custody survey. The last survey for 1983 showed that in 1983 
then- were I. KM) status offenders and nonoffenders in all secure fa- 
cilities as defined by our statute in the United States. That was 
down from 1,175 in 1979. 

Incidentally, the children in custody survey also found that on 
th.- same day in 1983 there were 3o,5()() juveniles in all secure fa- 
cilities everywhere in the United States. And we would point out 
that the status offender count is only 3 percent of that total 
number So I think we have gotten a fairly good handle on that 
problem over the years. 

In terms of the status of funds. Senator, through the 5th of July, 
we have spent $19> million of our discretionary money. We began 
in l!>M with .viCT million, which included a substantial amount of 
carryover from previous years. With the grants that are in the 
pipeline now. as well as those that I have signed since the 5th of 
•Julv. and those that we will sign between now and the end of the 
IimmI >ear. we believe that we will use up all but a small amount. 
It l- duJhult to sa> exactly how much it will be because, as the 
Comptroller's Office works on the grants that are in process, the 
number- often come out differently from the amount actually 
budgeted Hut it doe* appear that by the end of fiscal vear 1!)S4, 



IV 



14 

virtually all the discretionary money , together with, of course, the 
formula grant money, will have been spent. 

That concludes the summary of my testimony. I would be pleased 
to answer any questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Regnery follows:] 
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Pkepared Statement of Alfred S. Regnery 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for inviting me to testify this 
morning on the activities of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention (03 J DP). 

There have been several significant developments concerning OJJDP 
since I last testified on this subject before the Subcommittee in March. 
Perhaps the most important development is the substitute legislation 
drafted by the Administration and the Department of Justice with the 
cooperation and assistance of the Senate leadership that would create a 
program of financial and technical assistance for state and local criminal 
justice, reauthorize OJJDP and establish a program to aid missing 
children. We appreciate the efforts of this committee in working on this 
legislation and hope for expeditious final passage. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the draft substitute amendment would 
establish, within the Department of Justice, an Office of Justice 
Assistance (OJA) headed by an Assistant Attorney General. In conjunction 
with that Office, OJJDP would administer financial and technical 
assistance at the state and local levels, fund demonstration projects similar 
to those now authorized, and maintain other previously identified OJJDP 
priorities. The legislation authorizes a $70 million appropriation for the 
OJJDP. 

Missing Children 

In addition, the OJJDP Administrator would be responsible for a new 
national program, authorized at $10 million per year, for providing training 
and technical assistance to law enforcement and citizen organizations 
dealing with missing children issues. 

when 1 last testified, I voiced the Department's support for the 
Missing Children's program as outlined in S. 20U and noted OJJDP's plans 
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for a National Center for Missing and Exploited Children. Iam happy to 
report that the Center was formally opened by President Reagan on June 
1 3th in a ceremony ac the White House. Although the Center has been open 
only a few short weeks, it already has handled hundreds of calls from 
concerned parents and law enforcement officials and assisted in dozens of 
missing children's cases. We hope that the Center will be able to assist in 
even more cases after its telephone hotline begins operation. 

The National Center will sponsor and host the first National 
Conference on Missing and Exploited Children. This conference will bring 
together highly motivated) experienced professionals who are familiar with 
the issue of missing and exploited children. These participants will share 
their expertise with parents, law enforcement personnel, school officials, 
community leaders and other child advocates to address the problem of 
missing and exploited children. 

Permanent Families for Abused and Neglected Children 
My office has recently funded an outstanding prevention program 
which will focus national attention on the need for providing permanent 
homes for abused and neglected children. It is being conducted under a 
SI. 5 million grant to the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court 
Judges. 

Studies show that abuse and neglect often cause children to become 
involved in aggressive, anti-social, and delinquent behavior. Unfortunately, 
the victim often becomes the aggressor and many of these children go on to 
become adult criminals. But studies also indicate that a strong and stable 
family environment can help prevent delinquency. The aim of this program 
is to find such families for these children. 

To aid judges m their decisions in child abuse and neglect cases, the 
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program will work to recruit and train one million volunteers to be sworn 
court officers who will devote themselves to a child's case. Such Court- 
Appointed Special Advocates (CASA) are currently working in CASA 
programs in 26 states* Through their ef.orU, placements of children in 
long-ter .jster care have been dramatically reduced* 

We expect that through this partnership of juvenile and family court 
judges, volunteers, and others interested in the welfare of children, we can 
reduce the number of children in foster care, reduce juvenile delinquency 
and greatly enrich the lives of the nation's abused and neglected children* 

Habitual Serious and Violent Juvenile Offenders 

The projects 1 have just described serve the needs of children who 
come in contact with the juvenile justice system as victims — victims of 
exploitation, abuse, or neglect. Another new project which we have just 
funded is aimed at a different group of children* Many of these children 
also are the victims of abuse or neglect, but the juvenile justice system has 
failed them* They have not been reached by prevention programs or by the 
probation or other community-based treatment ordered time after time, 
offense after offense. Their history of violent and serious criminal 
behavior necessitates a new approach. 

While these habitual, serious and violent juvenile offenders make up 
only 5-8% of thejuvenile population, studies show this group accounts for 
over 50% of juvenile crime. We believe that concentrating prosecution 
efforts on this small number of habitual offenders may be the best way of 
dealing with serious juvenile crime. 

OJJDP has awarded a total of $3.7 million to prosecutors in thirteen 
predictions across the country to establish Habitual Serious and Violent 
luv^niic Offender programs. Through these programs, c*.$es of chrome 
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juvenile offenders will be prepared and presented to the courts in an 
accelerated manner. The programs concentrate on these repeat serious 
offenders by reducing pretrial, dispositional, and trial delays; restricting or 
eliminating plea bargaining; reducing the number of dismissals for reasons 
other than merit; ensuring that all evidence is collected in an admissible 
manner; improving methods for obtaining the cooperation of victims and 
witnesses; and assigning one prosecutor to the same case from the time of 
arrest through final disposition. The programs also include a correctional 
component that will develop and monitor individualized treatment plans for 
each adjudicated juvenile offender. This focus on vertical prosecution and 
continuous case management is intended to increase the consistency ol *.ne 
juvenile justice system in holding a youth accountable ior his or her 
actions. 

There are several more general issues *n which I understand the 
Subcommittee is interested and which I would iikt to discuss one by ore. 
Peer Review 

Mr. Chairman, you have asked about peer review of grant proposals, 
whether we use that process, and if so, how. We reguiarly u?e peer review, 
both by outside consultants and by our own staff. Our statute authorizes 
OJJCP to enter into contracts for the partial performance of any of tne 
functions of the Institute, and to compensate consultants and members of 
technical advisory councils (Section 2<*1 e W (5)). We use this provision to 
employ consultants to review our projects, but we also use an informal 
review process under which reviewers are not paid. Peer reviews take 
place at different phases of a project. The form of the peer review process 
differs, depending on the scope and nature of the program under 
consideration, f>iring the earliest phase, determining whether OJJDP 
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should allocate funds to a particular program area, we often seek the 
opinions of practitioners and researchers regarding the importance of the 
area, and the critical issues to be addressed. This is usually accomplished 
through telephone calls, or in conjunction with visits to OJJDP-supported 
projects. For particularly complex areas, or areas in which there is 
controversy, a small group of experts is convened to provide advice on 
program development* We are presently using such an approach in the area 
of drug abuse and delinquency* 

At the proposal stage, peer review can take two forms. Written 
reviews by outside experts focuses on such issues as significance, 
feasibility, methodology, and the potential usefulness of the products* We 
can also elect to convene a panel of experts to assist in identifying the 
most sijnificant issues, and alternative strategies* As an example, our 
approach to the area of the quality and accessibility of juvenile records 
exemplifies a combination of these approaches. In response to the Federal 
Register announcement of the Program Plan, we receivcJ an 
unsolicited proposal to review the use of juvenile criminal records in both 
juvenile and criminal courts. We forwarded this proposal to several experts 
(or their review Bas<*d on their comments, we determined that a panel 
should be convr ned to identify the most significant issues concerning the 
development and use of official records, and to suggest alternative 
strut* gfs for resolving those issues. That panel will be convened within 
the next several days to thoroughly review the problem. 

Formal applications are reviewed before and/or after award by 
*• ternul experts. This may be accomplished either by selecting consultants 
through a management contract to review the application on a one-time- 
only oasis, or by establishing a project advisory committee, which works 
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with the award recipient for the life of the award. This committee reviews 
the application and ail subsequent phases of the research or program 
development process. 

Virtually all final reports on research and program development 
projects are subjected to peer review. Two fco three reviewers are asked to 
address a comprehensive set of specific questions. The results of the 
reviews are sent to the authors to provide them an opportunity to make 
revisions prior to the OJJDP decision regarding publications and 
dissemination* 

Competition and Sole Source Grants 

In recent weeks, our critics have made much of the issue of 
competitive versus non-competitive grants. Press accounts have claimed 
that we are giving away federal money wholesale to our friends, and that, 
since becoming Administrator, I have "scrapped" the competitive 
grantmaking process. Nothing could be further from the truth. 

Unlike many grantmaking agencies, we are not required to make 
grants competitively. We do have policy guidelines however, developed 
internally, to which we adhere. I have attached a copy of a memorandum 
to me from the Office of Justice Assistance Research and Statistics 
(OJAR5) Office of General Counsel dated August 8, 1983, which spells out 
that policy. (Attachment I). 

Legislation recently passed by the House of Representatives requires 
that all new awards made b»* OJJDP have to be made competitively. The 
Senate bili does not include such a provision. 

l*e<:ause of the diverse nature of the grants which we give, and 
Decause OJJDP makes many small research and special emphasis grants, 
our grantmaking pr^<:ess is not universally well suited to competition. 
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We make awards for demonstration projects, research, training, and 
technical assistance, as well as certain direct service grants. Although 
many of these are granted competitively, others wr jld be virtually 
impossible to grant under the competitive process. For example, our 
training division has almost never made competitive grants because of the 
singular nature of its work. There is usually only one organization capable 
of training the target constituency. For example, we have given grants to 
the National College of District Attorneys to train prosecutors. The 
National College is virtually the only organization in the U.S. that is either 
equipped to or capable of training prosecutors. Such a grant could not be 
made competitively. Similarly, training judges and even police officers is 
best done by individual organizations which have access to those 
constituencies, which have credibility, and which may have a certain 
curriculum to teach. Accordingly, we often seek out such organizations 
and negotiate an award with them. I should point out, however, that we are 
in the midst of making a competitive grant for training counties in setting 
up restitution programs for juveniles, which is apparently the first 
competitive grant that our training division has ever given in the history of 
OJJDP. 

Similarly, the numerous small research grants which we give, many 
to small research organizations or to individual experts, would be 
impossible under a competitive process. This is because these researchers 
will often come to us with a proposal which is unique and which only that 
researcher is equipped to do. Without having to compete such a process, 
we are in a position to have such research done quickly and efficiently. It 
has been estimated that the cost of competing for grants runs upward of 
$10,000, and the process often takes six months or more. The small 
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researchers, which have been an important part of OllDP work, have 
estimated that if competition were required, they would not be able to 
afford to compete for our grants, with the result that only the large 
research organizations and large universities would be able to succesfully 
compete for our money. 

Nevertheless, grants are awarded competitively unless there is a 
good and compelling reason to do otherwise. So far this year, using special 
emphasis funds, we have made a total of 43 awards for a total sum of 
$15,209,000. Of those, 25 were made competitively, for $6,3*1,000, 13 
were made non-competitive ly for $8,262,000, and 5 awards totaling 
$605,000 were interagency transfers. We anticipate making at least six 
additional competitive grants with special emphasis funds, totaling 
$3,800,000, before the end of fiscal year (FY) 1984, and anticipate making 
three or four more sole source grants during the remainder of 1984. 
Accordingly, during FY '84, about half of all awards made with special 
emphasis funds will have been made competitively. 

During FY '83, in all divisions, there were 91 categorical awards 
made totaling $17,515,000. Of those, 36 were made competitively for 
$8,081,228, 43 were made non-competitively for $7,626,369, and 12 awards 
totaling $1,807,183 were interagency transfers and statutorily mandated 
insular area awards. Thus of the $15,707,579 awarded during FY '83 (which 
sum excludes insular areas and interagency transfers) more than half of the 
money was awarded competitively. 

In the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention (NIJJDP), all awards made so far in FY '84 have been non- 
competitive — a total of eighteen awards, for a total of $3,257,000. Only 
five of those, however, at a total of $1,8^9,^21, were new awards and the 
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remainder were continuations of awards made before I came to OJJDP. We 
do have several competitive projects pending in NIJJDP, including a 
$200,000 project on legal issues, several project evaluations, a project on 
the quality and availability of juvenile records, and our restitution project, 
to mention a few. 

Delinquency Prevention 

We have also been criticized for allegedly ceasing to fund 
delinquency prevention programs and for concentrating instead solely on 
prosecution and punishment of juvenile offenders. Again, Mr, Chairman 
these reports bear little resemblance to reality, 

OJJDP has spent, over the years, tens of millions of dollars on 
delinquency prevention. Much of this money has been spent aimlessly — 
that is, spent on the general population whether the general population 
needed delinquency prevention or not. The result often has been, 
unfortunately, less than successful, and evaluations of thoie prevention 
activities have been almost universally pessimistic 

It has often been said that many delinquency prevention efforts 
result in doing the right things for the wrong reasons: we have tried to 
teach people to read to prevent delinquency, we have tried to cure learning 
disabilities to prevent delinquency, we have built new basketball courts to 
prevent delinquency, we have purchased mini-bikes for intercity children to 
prevent delinquency, we have sent children to summer camp to prevent 
delinquency, to mention a few. Those are things that society should be 
doing for children anyway, but not in the name of delinquency prevention. 

Accordingly, we have tried to redirect our prevention activities, 
s*nce I have b*en Administrator, to focus on children who appear to have a 
higher risk of becoming delinquents, or who, for one reason or another, are 
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more susceptible to prevention activity. So far during FY l ik 9 of the more 
than 60 awards signed which I mentioned above, 32 have been for 
prevention activities, for a total of $12,271,996, and only 18 for control of 
juvenile delinquents, at a total of 184,306, The remainder of our grants 
fall in neither category. We do anticipate making six additional grants 
which fall in the control category during the remainder of FY '8<*, for a 
total of about $3.8 million. Among those, however, is our restitution 
project which has a considerable prevention component included in it. 

By focusing our prevention activities better, we are both using our 
money more efficiently and having greater impact on juvenile crime. The 
Permanent Families for Abused and Neglected Children project, which I 
described earlier, will focus particularly c i dependent and neglected 
children, a group with an extremely high rate of subsequent delinquent 
activity. By assisting the juvenile court system in finding permanent homes 
for those children, we believe that we may have a very significant impact 
on preventing delinquency. Our grant to Pepperdine University for the 
National School Safety Center, by the same token, is aimed particularly at 
preventing delinquency in the schools and, from the experience of similar 
activities and from what we have learned about school crime and school 
discipline, we believe that its impact may be significant. Similarly, during 
1983, we made a large grant to the Boys Clubs of America, requiring that 
the Boys Clubs go into the juvenile justice system to recruit children who 
have already had some contact with law enforcement because of delinquent 
activity, and bring them into the Boys Clubs for their prevention 
activities. Previous awards to such groups as the Boys Clubs simply 
supported their general activities, and a great deal of our money was used 
(or children who were not likely to have become delinquent anyway. 
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Other examples ol some of our prevention awards include the Center 
for Community Change here in Washington, D.C., which will provide 
training and technical assistance to eight neighbor hood-based organizations 
to implement local projects such as providing alternatives to the 
institutionalization ol juveniles and reducing violent juvenile crime and the 
fear of such crime. In addition, we funded the grant to the Law 
Enforcement Explorers Scouts, and the five law-related education grants, a 
project which OJJDP has been involved in for some time. I might add that 
all of the above grants were made non-competitively. 

Among grant* we have made to assist the juvenile justice system in 
controlling juvenile offenders are the thirteen grants to district attorneys 
which I have already described, training programs for juvenile prosecutors, 
juvenile judges, police officers, corrections officials, and others within the 
juvenile justice system, and our private sector corrections grants and our 
new restitution project, both of which will be funded shortly. 
Status of Funds 

Mr. Chairman, it appears that we will have spent virtually all of our 
FY '84 allocations by the end of the fiscal year. We started FY 'ik with a 
total sum of $36,737,6^8 in discretionary funds, which included both FY 'M 
allocations and carryover funds and commitments from previous years. As 
of July 5th, we had actually obligated $19,841,475. Commitments, projects 
which are in the pipeline, together with projects actually commenced since 
July 5th will have consumed just about all of the balance. Thus, we 
anticipate entering FY '85 with only a small amount of carryover money. 

1985 Program Plan 

You have asked for information concerning our 1985 Program Plan; 
we have informed the Subcommittee that it has not yet been completed and 
is thus unavailable. 
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We are in the process of developing that plan now, but are somewhat 
hampered by the fact that our reauthorization has not yet been enacted. 
As you know, Mr. Chairman, the House bill places significant restrictions 
on the sort of new programs we can undertake. Therfore, until we know 
what the final legislation requires, we cannot plan new projects. 
Nevertheless, we have begun the planning procesr for 1985, and are 
reviewing several possible new projects. We will keep the Subcommittee 
informed of those plans as we progress with them. 

It is our hope, and the hope of the Administration, that if the OJJDP 
program is reauthorized, we can continue this important work and, in so 
doing, improve the quality of juvenile justice in the United States. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I will be pleased to respond to any 
questions you or members of the Subcommittee may have. 

Senator Specter. Thank you very much, Mr. Regnery. 

1 would like to start with this issue of a competitive matter, The 
Congress has been very explicit in calling for competition in 
making grants and as mandated through congression direction, 
competition in certain areas and the internal policy of the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention specifies that compe- 
tition for assistance shall be further to the maximum extent practi- 
cal, and later portion of the agency instruction further delineates 
that objective by saying that the award of grants outside of the 
scope of published programs shall be exercised sparingly and only 
in exceptional circumstances. Also, that the exceptions shall be 
made only where "such outstanding merit is present so that the 
award of a grant without competition is justified." 

I take it from your testimony in general that you agree with 
those articulations? 

Mr. Re<;nery. Absolutely, yes, and we try to adhere to them. 

Senator Specter. Well, the difficulty that I think arises in the 
application, Mr. Regnery, which requires further analysis, perhaps 
explanation, perhaps further change in policy, arises because of the 
application, is that 71 percent of the grants and H5 percent of the 
total funds involved have been awarded noncompetitively. 

Mr. Regnery. Could I correct that number? 

Senator Specter. Well, if it is incorrect. 

Mr Rkcnkry. It is incorrect. 

Senator Spkctkr. I believe we are working from your materials. 
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Mr. Regnery That was a number that I believe was developed 
by the House of Representatives. I am not sure where they came 
up with it. We have worked through those numbers very carefully 
Those figures you quoted also were used some time ago. And let me 
point out in terms o — 

Senator Specter. »\.r. Regnery, I am told by staff that those sta- 
tistics are based on information from your office, since you took 
office. 

Mr. Regnery. Well, can I give you the figures that we worked 
out this morning? 

Mr. Wootton. We talked with the staff yesterday and I was told 
those figures came from Gordon Raley of the House of Representa- 
tives 

Mr. Regnery. The Democratic staff, that is right. 

Mr. Wootton. We do not know how they were developed and we 
have tried very carefully to go through the numbers and to answer 
that question, to be prepared to answer that question today. 

Senator Specter. You are correct. I am advised by my staff that 

!m- ri ey l ? a T 80UrCe ' bu L he sft y 8 that the y came from the 
Oft ice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and he has 
a computer printout. 

Mr. Reonery. Let me say one thing. I believe that number was 
as of sometime ago, first of all. As you are talking about 

Senator Specter. As of what date, Mr. Regnery? 

Mr. Regnery. I do not know what date, but it was at least 2 or 3 
months ago. 

Mr. Wootton. April. 

Senator Specter. April 10? 

Mr. Regnery. It takes a lot longer to do a competitive project 
than a noncompetitive project. 

Senator Specter. Before we go to the justification for the reasons 
for whatever you may be doing, I would like to understand what 
the facts are. 

Mr. Rkcjnery. Since I came to office on November 22, 1982, I 
have made a total of 61 competitive grants and 70 noncompetitive 
grants. 

Senator Specter. Sixty-one competitive? 
Mr. Regnery. And 70 noncompetitive. 
The dollars, competitive grants, $14,588,95;). 
Senator Specter. Noncompetitive? 

Mr. Regnery. No. These are competitive. $14,588,955, for a total 
of 4.1 percent. 

Noncompetitive. $19,322,794. for a total of 56.9 percent. 

I can give you every grant with the date that I gave it, the 
amount, the grantee and the grant number if you would like it 

Senator Specter. Mr. Regnery. on the decisionmaking process, 
how is that made? You make the final determination as to who 
gets the award? 

Mr Regnery. In most cases, yes. It is a rather complicated proc- 

Kirst of all. there are a number of grants which legally we have 
to make Those are grants that may be for a 3-vear period that 
were made before I came to office and which I have to sign when 
they come up for renewal. 
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Senator Spkctkr No discretion to cancel? 

Mr. Rkgnkry. No discretion— well, you can cancel if they are not 
doing what they are supposed to be doing or if there is fraud or 
abuse or something like that. But just on discretion, no, you 
cannot. I am not sure what the total amount of those grants is. 
That is a fairly significant figure. Some of those were let competi- 
tively, some of those were noncompetitive. 

Second, on grants which I initiate, it is up to me to determine 
what grants are ultimately signed. I certainly take a lot of advice 
from a lot of people, including the administration and our National 
Advisory Committee, the Congress and other people. Ultimately, I 
guess, legally it is up to me. It is also up to me to determine, to- 
gether with my general counsel's office and my comptroller's office, 
whether or not a grant should be competitive. If it is not competi- 
tive, we prepare something that is called the sole source justifica- 
tion which explains from the statute and the guidelines why that 
grant could not be competed. In every grant that we sign, that is 
not competitive, there is a sole source justification in that grant. 

Senator Spkctkr. All right. 

Ix»t us go back to the figures of 85 percent awarded noncompeti- 
tive^ in terms of awards in dollar amounts, and 71 percent in 
terms of grants. 

Was that figure accurate as of April 10? 

Mr. Rkgnery. I do not have any idea. I do not know who devel- 
oped it, how they developed it, or anything else. 
Senator Spkctkr. So you do not know that it is inaccurate? 
Mr. Rkgnkry, I know that it is inaccurate now. 
Senator Specter. You are representing that it is inaccurate now? 
Mr Rkgnkry. Right. 
Senator Spkctkr. But 

Mr. Rkgnkry. It sounds to me as though it would have been inac- 
curate then simply because there have not been that many grants 
signed since April 3D which would skew it from, what would you 
say, 71 percent down to 5tt percent. 

Senator Spkctkr. Would you check that because I want to know 
what the facts are. 

Mr. Rkgnkry. If we can get the information from the House, I 
would be happy to. sure. 

Senator Spkctkr. You have the records, do you not? 

Mr. Wootton. Senator, we will be glad to try. 

Senator Spkctkr. We have not had you identified for the record. 

Mr. Rkgnkry. I am sorry. This is Mr. James Wootton, who is my 
deputy administrator. 

ator Spkctkr. All right. 

i .ng the figure of *u percent noncompetitive, that seems high 
to me. Mr. Regnery. in the face of the kinds of standards which I 
went through and read to you, and in the face of what the Con- 
gress has done by way of just really insisting on competition in so 
many lines and the ()»MI)P standards themselves. 57 percent on a 
noncompetitive basis, it just seems to me very high. 

Mr Rkgnkry Well, it may be, Senator. As 1 say. we certainly 
list* the guidelines that we have. We have not changed those guide- 
lines at all since I came to office. It is a matter of discretion and as 
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I mentioned before, there probably are some noncompetitive grants 
that we could have done competitively and vice versa. 

Could you give me some figure of what we should try to achieve? 

Senator Specter. I might. I might. 

Mr. Reunery. I would be happy to work with you .. you could 
come up with something that we could shoot for. 

Senator Specter. I would say that you ought to be in the 80 per- 
cent range on competition and the deviations from the competitive 
lines ought to be made where there is no one who can compete, 
where it really is generally a sole source. 

I think we are going to come to an analysis of that on the two 
areas that we are going to discuss. 

But if I were to give you a judgment based on what I know of the 
field, and it is substantial, having worked in this field for a time, I 
won t J say something in the 80 percent range would be a targeted 
goal and even as to those which delineate and move from competi- 
tion, there ought to be very substantial reasons for the departure. 

I-et me move for a moment to the question of peer review You 
say you do that on an informal basis. Could you be a little more 
explicit as to how you handle this question of peer review? 

Mr. Recnery. Well, it depends at what stage of the grant making 
process it is. Before a grant is made, some of it may simply be dis- 
cussions, some of it may be phone calls, some of it may be letters or 
reports, some of it may be more formal and require submitting 
something to somebody and asking them to comment on it 

Senator Specter. Could you tell me how many of these 70 non- 
competitive grants had peer review? 

Mr. Re(;nery. They probably all had peer review in some form or 
anot her. 

Senator Specter. Could you give me an illustration? Pick out the 
one that is the best one on peer review and tell me what it was 

Mr. Kkhnkry. Well, there is one that I have not signed yet which 
I feel very good about. 

Senator Specter. Pick out one of the ones that you have already 
granted, one of the 70 noncompetitive that you have granted. 

Mr. Reonery. Well, Pepperdine University I guess is a good ex- 
ample. 

Senator Specter. On the Pepperdine University, OK. Let us go. 

Mr Ri:c;nkky. OK. I had many meetings with a lot of different 
people about that. When the grant application came in. it was care- 
fully scrutinized by a number of people at the education depart- 
ment. We discussed it at length with at least five other educational 
organizations 

Senator Specter. Let us be specific. 

The point that I was making was just a generalized question, but 
when you took up Pepperdine, let us pick it up. Start at the begin- 
ning ol the Pepperdine grant and outline for the record just what 
happened, what you were looking for, and how it came into focus. 

Mr Kkcnery. Let me find my notes on that. 

Senator Specter By the way, Mr. Regnery. while you are search- 
in u through your notes, the computer printout furnished to my 
Malt by your office regarding the Pepperdine grant states that the 
total award amount is just over *'J million, and i had understood 
that the figure was almost #4 million. 
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Is there a discrepancy there? 

Mr. Regnery. Yes. We have given Pepperdine $2.02 million, I 
think, so far. And the grant specifies that they may qualify for a 
second year grant of something less than that, I think it is $1.9 mil- 
lion—if the first year is successfully carried out. I do not know if it 
is mandated that they get the second year grant or not. I do not 
believe it is. There are controls that we have on it before we sign a 
second year's check. 

Senator Specter. So Pepperdine may not get the other $2 mil- 
lion? 

Mr. Regnery. That is true. 

The first involvement was in September of 1983, at which time I 
was appointed to the working group on school discipline with— for 
the Cabinet Councel on Human Resources to examine the area of 
school crime and school discipline generally. That was an inter- 
agency working group to ultimately make a report to the Cabinet 
on what steps the administration might take to assist the educa- 
tional establishment in controlling school discipline. 

We worked throughout the fall in a number of meetings on that 
issue. One of the things that was suggested, in fact one of the 
things that my office had done before, was a center which would 
provide technical assistance, training, information, and other serv- 
ices to schools. It was done in the late seventies, and, I am not sure 
why it was not successful. It ended up in a lawsuit, in any case, 
with the grantee. As we discussed the matter with people both 
inside and outside the Government, it was one of the things which 
people generally believed could be done through my office and 
which certainly came specifically within the bounds of our statute 
and which would be assisting the country. 

In November 1983, I was in California, and I visited the Califor- 
nia School Safety Center, which then Attorney General Deukmei- 
jian has set up, and which the present Attorney General John Van 
de Kamp has kept going about the same way it was before, which 
has had a great deal of success in California working with these 
issues. 

I also visited a number of schools in California in that same trip 
that the California center has assisted, and was able to turn 
around 

Senator Specter. All right. 

So vou wanted to get some studies on school violence, right? 

Mr Rkonkky. Well, we were not actually doing studies. I guess 
we were examining the different issues and talking to the people 
involved. 

Senator Specter. What was the objective, what question did you 
want answered? 

Mr. Rkcnery. Whether or not it was possible to fund an entity 
which would be able to provide information, data, training and 
other services that would be helpful to schools. 

Senator Specter. To be helpful to schools for what? 

Mr Rkonkky. For controlling the crime and discipline problems. 

And we found in California that they had a very successful ven- 
ture which was strictly bipartisan in its approach because of the 
}jf*ct that it had been, among other things, run by two different at- 
v ' rnevs general of two different parties and two different philo- 
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sophieal backgrounds We talked to schools that had received the 
California center's assistants in various areas of the State of Cali- 
fornia, who we were told, virtually universally, that the center was 
extremely helpful. 

Senator Specter. But you found out that the information com- 
piled by the two attorneys general was not sufficient. You needed a 
further study? 

Mr. Regnery. Well, we did not really do a study. We found that 
in fact 

Senator Specter. What did you commission Pepperdine to do? 

Mr. Regnery. We commissioned Pepperdine to set up a National 
School Safety Center to develop materials, hire a staff that would 
be able to render assistance to school districts around the country, 
and give them materials, be an informational exchange center for 
schools so that if they had problems, if they needed a manual on 
how to do something, if they needed an expert on how to set up a 
disciplinary code, or for example, if they had problems with arson, 
if they had problems with theft, we would have people that we 
could supply to those schools to assist them in taking care of those 
problems. 

Senator Specter. Was this a noncompetitive award? 
Mr. Regnery. It was noncompetitive, yes. 
Senator Specter. Why? 

Mr. Regnery. Well, we determined about how much we thought 
we should spend on the project. We did that by using our own staff, 
trying to determine from other people what was required, and de- 
termining what sorts of money we had available. 

Senator Specter. Do you have many grants as large as $4 mil- 
ion? 

Mr. Regnery. Yes, we have lots of grants that big. 

Senator Specter. What is your largest grant? 

Mr. Regnery. The largest single grant right now is the National 
Center for Missing and Exploited Children. That is about $2.3 mil- 
lion per year. So that is about $800,000 bigger than Pepperdine. 

There are other projects in which there may be two or three 
grantees which exceed that amount. Then another example would 
be an organization, such as the National Council for Juvenile 
Family Court Judges, which might have four or five different 
grants, for projects whose total might exceed that. 

Senator Specter. So it was a large grant. You are talking about 
very major matters if they exceed $4 million. 

Mr. Regnery. Yes. It was major. There is no question about that. 

Senator Specter. Did you consider making it on a competitive 
basts? 

Mr. Regnery. Yes. we did. 

Senator Specter. What consideration did you give? 

Mr. Regnery. Well, we tried to determine if we made it competi- 
tive whether we could find somebody who could do it more effi- 
ciently than if it were noncompetitive. 

Senator Specter. Did you talk to any institution besides Pepper- 
dine'' 

Mr Rec;nery. Yes. We talked to several institutions, most of 
whom were interested in dointf it. 
Senator Spectkr. Which ones? 
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Mr KkciNkky I cannot remember exactly which ones we talked 
to, Senator. 

Senator Specter Can you remember any of them? 

Mr. Regnery. Ves. We talked to an organization in Nashville, 
TN, and called the Committee for Excellence in Education. That is 
not what it is called but something like that. It is run oy Profes- 
sor 

Senator Specter. You talked to them personally? 

Mr. Rkcsnkry. Yes, I did. They came to my office. Two people 
came to my office and discussed it. They concluded that they were 
very interested in it, but that they could not actually do the sort of 
things that we wanted. 

Senator Specter. Who else did you talk to? 

Mr. Regnery. Well, we talked to a lot of people throughout the 
educational establishment about the merits of what we wanted to 
do and about how big it should be. 

Ultimately, we began talking to Pepperdine University and, 
frankly, one of the reasons that we decided Pepperdine would be 
advantageous was because of the fact that we felt the rate that 
they were charging for doing what we wanted them to do was 
about as good a rate as possible. For one thing, their overhead rate 
was 10 percent of what other organizations charge us in some 
cases 

Senator Splctkr. What was their overhead rate? 
Mr. Rkonery. Ten percent. 

Senator Specter. What was it? 10 percent of what? 

Mr. Regnery. Ten percent of the total grant. 

Senator Specter. Ten percent of the total grant? 

Mr. Regnery. Yes. It is not unusual for us to make a grant 
where the overhead rate would be 100 percent. That is half, f)0 per- 
cent. 

The Arthur D. Little grant 

Senator Specter. You lost me, 10 percent to 100 percent to 50 
percent? 

Mr. Regnery. It varies. I think that the highest is 130 percent of 
the non— could you explain that a little bit better? 

Mr. Wootton. Well, I would like to be able to explain it better 
but it is hard. 

Senator Specter. Try. 

Mr Wootton. Well, each grant is different and you use a differ- 
ent percentage of a different number of direct costs. 

Senator Specter. What figure do you come to at 130 percent of 
what? 

Mr. Wootton. It is usually 130 percent of direct cost, but that 
may mean that with that 130 percent you have to provide the 
space, you may have to provide the accounting support, you may 
have to provide some other services to the grant as part of the 130 
percent, whereas some other grant may come in and bill those as 
direct costs. So it is hard to compare exactly direct overhetid and 
indirect cost rate. 

Senator Specter. So is the overhead figure meaningful? 

Mr Rkonkry. Yes, I think it is probably meaningful. It mav not 
be meaningful in every case. In this case, it certainly was* The 
agreement we had with Pepperdine was that— basically they were 
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very anxious to do it. They had never taken Federal money before. 
They were anxious to do it because they believed in the project and 
they were basically willing to do it without any additional cost to 
themselves. That is, the only cost, with the exception of the 10 per- 
cent which paid for the accounting services and so on, would be 
what actually goes to the school districts, which is the assistance 
we actually render in other words. That is very unusual to get 
something that cheap. 

In addition to that, Pepperdine has a school of education, a grad- 
uate school of education, a graduate law school and a graduate 
business school. They were willing to provide the resources that 
those schools could render to the center to help them in a varitty 
of ways. We found this was extremely valuable. 

As we checked around about Pepperdine, we found that it was a 
umvers'ty which was certainly recognized as a very good school. It 
had a very good reputation. Basically I guess there were few down- 
sides to doing it. 

Senator Specter. What were they? 

Mr. Reonery. Well, I do not know that there were really any 
downsides other than what you would have with any organization. 
The fact that it was in California rather than in the Central 
United States. 

Senator Specter. Why is that a downside? 

Mr. Reonery. Because of people traveling a lot. It might be 
somewhat less expensive to travel from Chicago rather than from 
other places, although the difference was insignificant as we looked 
at it. Other than that, we found that generally 

Senator Specter. Any other downsides besides location? 

Mr. Regnery. No, I guess there were really not any. And there 
was nothing else that anybody else brought to our attention that 
was negative. 

I visited with the president of Pepperdine and with the executive 
vice president and others, and I had long conversations with them. 
I was impressed that they were willing to carry out the functions. 

Senator Specter. Did you have conversations with any other in- 
stitutions besides the one in Nashville? 

Mr. Reonery. We had some discussion with the organization that 
had done that grant before. 

Senator Specter. Which? 

Mr. Regnery. That was an organization here in Washington 
which had received a grant from OJJDP back in the seventies. 
Senator Specter. And you discussed this matter with them? 
Mr. Regnery. Right. 

Senator Specter. So there were two others, one in Nashville and 
one in Washington? 

Mr. Rkcnery. At least two others. I will have to go back and 
check my records to see if there were others. 

Senator Specter. What was wrong with the Washington group)? 

Mr. Rkonery Well, there were a lot of problems that had devel- 
oped More with the grant, which, as I say, resulted in litigation. 
And 1 am not really familiar with what that litigation was ali 
about. Hut the grant was ultimately cut off and there was a law- 
suit. 

Senator Specter. All right. 



37 




Provide to the HuUommittee the specifics on how many you con- 
sidered and why you rejected them and the scope of the discus- 
sions. 

Mr. Reonery. I will be glad to. 
[Never received for the record.] 

Senator Specter. On the subject of peer review, where we had 
started off before a number of digressions, what peer review was 
given to the Pepperdine award? 

Mr. Reonery. As we got the preliminary papers in from Pepper- 
dine and ultimately the final grant application. That all was re- 
viewed for me by the Department of Education. I sent it to the 
Deputy Under Secretary, I believe, who is in charge of su' h things. 
He submitted it to his staff and they sent back reports on it to me. 
I submitted it 

Senator Specter. You submitted it to whom again, the Deputy 
Secretary? 

Mr. Regnery. The Deputy Under Secretary of the Department of 
Education. 

There were a number of academic people whom I submitted it to. 
Senator Specter. Who were they? 

Mr. Reonery. Including Chester Finn and Diane Ravitch. 
Senator Specter. Who are they? 

Mr. Reonery. Finn is at Vanderbilt and Ravitch is at Columbia. 
They are both professors of education. 
Senator Specter. What did they say? 

Mr. Reonery. I do not remember exactly what they said. They 
were very positive on it. I believe we got reports back from them. 

Senator Specter. Had Pepperdine submitted to you a substantial 
written proposal at this time that you could transmit to these 
people for peer review? 

Mr. Reonery. Yes. 

Senator Specter. Do you have a copy of that? 
Mr. Reonery. Yes, I do. 

I do not have a copy with me. I will be glad to provide it to you. 

Senator Specter. Would you? 

Mr. Reonery. Yes. 

(Nev<?r received for the record.] 

Senator Specter. Any other peer review? 

Mr Rkonkry. Yes. We submitted it to and discussed it with 
people from at least four educational organizations, with which we 
continued to work carefully on the matter, including the National 
School Boards Association, the National Association of Secondary 
School Principals, and the National Association of School Security 
Directors I may have sent it to some other people that I did not 
receive a response from. 1 do not remember. Senator. I would be 
glad to check that. 

I can give you a complete list for the record if you would like. 
Those are the ones that come to mind. There may have been 
others. 

[Never received for the record ] 

Senator Mktzknbaim. Would you be good enough to ask the wit- 
ness to include with a copy of the Pepperdine application such let- 
ters of inquiry and such responses that he received from these or- 
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ganizations which he mentions, as well as the report from the 
Deputy Secretary of Kdueation? 

Senator Specter. Yes. 

Would you provide those as well? 

Mr. Regnery. I will be glad to. 

(Never received for the record.] 

Senator Specter. Would you provide all of the materials which 
you have with respect to these two Questions, that is, the question 
of competitive bid and the question of peer review? 

Mr. Regnery. Yes. 

Senator Specter. Who else— not competitive bid, but what other 
possible sources you looked to, what documents you have reflecting 
their submissions, your conversations with them, or on the matter 
of peer review, whom you contacted, what questions were raised, 
what they submitted by way of writing? 

Mr. Regnery. Some of that was probably face-to-face meetings, 
Senator. I may have notes in my records. 

In other cases, I may not. But in any case I will certainly submit 
whatever we have got. 

Senator Specter. Would you care to amplify in any way the rela- 
tionship between Mr. Nicholson and Pepperdine? You started to 
talk about that at the outset. I think it would be helpful 

Mr. Regnery. Yes. 

Senator Specter. Let rne finish my question. 
I think it would be helpful if you put in the record the full con- 
text of that relationship. 
Mr. Regnery. Right. 

As we discussed this thing with Mr. Nicholson, and I believe I 
first discussed it with him on November 16, 1983, we discussed the 
possibility of the concept of a center that would provide data and 
other services to schools. I do not believe it was until sometime 
after that, probably in December, that we actually began discussing 
with Mr. Nicholson the possibility of his involvement. Mr. Nichol- 
son was the director of the California School Safety Center, ap- 
pointed by Mr. Deukmejian, and I believe he was kept on for a 
while by Mr. Van de Kamp. We discussed the possibility of his be- 
coming involved in it, although it was always qualified with having 
somebody to whom we could give a grant 

Senator Specter. The contact with Pepperdine w-*s on what date 
again? 

Mr. Regnery. I believe Mr. Nicholson first contacted Pepperdine 
in late December. 

Senator Specter. So Mr. Nicholson made the first contact with 
Pepperdine as opposed to your office? 

Mr Regnery As I recall, we were talking on the telephone. And 
he said, let me call Pepperdine, I do not know anything about it, 
but it has got a good reputation in California, to see if they were 
interested We were interested in involving the university in order 
to make the contract. So he made the contact with Pepperdine and 
apparently got a hold of the executive vice president on the phone, 
who he did not even know, I believe. There was some interest on 
Prpperdme's part. We then sent one of our staff members who 
oversees these kinds of grants, I .en Johnson, who I believe is here 
today, to California to discuss the possibility of such a venture with 
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Pepperdine. He met with the executive vice president and others at 
Pepperdine to determine whether or not Pepperdine would be a 
competent grantee, whether it could provide the 

Senator Specter. Let us call him forward since we are on the 
subject and get it directly from him. 

What is your name, sir? 

Mr Johnson. My name is Leonard Johnson. 

Senator Specter. Mr. Johnson, would you rise, and Mr. Wootton, 
if you are going to be providing testimony, would you rise too? 

Do you solemnly swear that the evidence you will provide in this 
hearing will be the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Wootton. I do. 

Mr. Johnson. I do. 

Senator Specter. Mr. Johnson, you were the staff man who went 
to Pepperdine? 
Mr. Johnson Yes, sir 
Senator Specter. Tell us about it. 

TESTIMONY OP LEONARD JOHNSON, STAFF, OFFICE OF JUVENILE 
JrSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

Mr. Johnson. Well, actually I was in Reno at the time working 
on a proposal with the National Council of Juvenile and Family 
Court Judges, and from there went to Sacramento where I met Mr. 
Nicholson. We discussed many things about the grant, such as the 
budget to give him some insight as to what is required of a Federal 
grantee, and answer any questions that he might have. 

From Sacramento I flew down to Los Angeles and rented a car 
and drove up to Malibu where I met with the executive vice presi- 
dent, Dr. Davenport, and his staff. There again we discussed the re- 
quirements of a Federal grantee. 

Senator Specter. How much input did Mr. Nicholson have on the 
matter us it evolved, contrasted with the other people from Pepper- 
dine? 

Mr. Johnson. How much involvement did he have? 
Senator Specter. Yes. 

Mr. Johnson. I do not know. I discussed with Mr. Nicholson, as I 
interpreted it, that he probably would be running the program as 
the project director if, in fact,the grant was awarded. 

Senator Specter. Mr. Regnery, I want to move ahc^d. There are 
a great many things to cover- 
Senator Metzenbaum. Can I ask what date was that you went up 
to Pepperdine? 

Mr Johnson. That was approximately January 25, somewhere 
in that neighborhood. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Of li) 

Mr. Johnson. Of 19*4. 

Senator Specter. Mr. Regnery, I want to move ahead to the ques- 
tion of the American University grant, this question of peer review. 
I want to explore that and the matters that are involved. There 
will be quite a few questions which we will submit in writing to 
you, but I do want to call on Senator Metzenbaum to give him an 
opportunity to question here in a few moments, and on the ques- 
tion of peer review, it has been reported in the APA publication, 
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I he Monitor, thai two expert* in areas related to the American 
University grant, l)r (iilbet (iuyus of the University of California 
vLwJTu and Mr , L<?onard Kron of the University of Illinois, re- 
viewed the proposal and stated that it would not have passed peer 
review had it been put through the process. ^ 

The subcommittee staff has consulted a third independent expert 
for corroboration and has been advised that the proposal would not 
nave passed in a number of respects. 

Without getting into the specifics at this time. I would be inter- 
ested in your comment and observation on peer review subjects as 
it relates to the American University grant 

Mr Rkwbbv. OK First of all. I think one thing that is impor- 
tant to understand about the American University grant is that it 
IhS i £ coo P e [ atlve agreement rather than a grant. That means 
that we have substantially more control over what American Uni- 
versity does than we would had we given a grant 

rJi^TnT^ ° f m f on f y u that is !_ n the cooperative agreement is a 
cei ing, and we control how much is spent up to that ceiling The 

ih thn°? It"! * ?rtt C t Wa ! ab ° Ut $800 ' 00 ° for 2 years. And one of 
a things that we have done since we made the grant, and one of 
the reasons we made it a cooperative agreement, is because we 
were not sure, entering into the area that American University 
was investigating, just what the boundaries were, what sorts of 
things we were going to run into, or anything else. 

Now. m fact, as we have looked at what we have done so far in fj 
months we spent about $84,000. I believe, or we are spending 
money at the rate of $320,000 for 2 years. So, in fact, that grant 
may be very much smaller than $800,000. In any case, in terms of 
peer review, the people who were directly involved in that grant 
and who have handled that whole thing all are here and can give 

you the best evidence, as it were, rather than 

Senator 8mm Your staff members? 

Mr Kkc;nkry. My staff members, Mrs. Reisman from the Ameri- 
can University, and I believe other officials from American Univer- 
Mtv who have been directly involved. They can tell you precisely 
what has happened step by step. And we are prepared to present 
those people to you. They can do it better than I because what I 
Know is what they told me. 

Senator Spkctkr. Well, on the peer review subject, would Mrs 
Kei-man be able to comment on that? 

Mr Kk.;nkkv Kither Mrs. Reisman or Pam Swain from mv staff, 
who is the drant Monitor. 

«ita.sti!m°» r S, ' K<TKK 1)<u ' s Mrs Newman know about the peer review 

Mr Km.NKKN I believe either she or Ms. Swain would 

N n.,tnr m-w-ikk The peer review would have been something 

fh.il v.. • s t: ,f would have directed and seen about before the 

matter u.^ undertaken 

Mr Km. sun Well, it i> still going on. Peer review is an oniioinu 

SeiMlnr <vn i m< All t ,ghl We shall call <>n them 

Hill l)if..i,. |,..,vin»{ vmir own testimony, was this a competi- 

Mr KH.skm \n. it u.i.- noncompetitive 
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Senator Spkctkr (irant or agreement? It was not competitive. 
Why not? This was a subject matter of media violence and pornog- 
raphy, correct? 

Mr. Regnery. Correct. 

Senator Specter. A very well studied subject, hardly a matter for 
sole source. 

What I am exploring here is why not a competitive situation 
with respect to a subject like media violence and pornography? 

Mr. Rkgnery. Well, we probably could have done a competitive 
grant on media violence and pornography. In fact, what we had 
was a grant application which was unsolicited which we believed 
met the specifications of our guidelines on a unique project. It was 
to be done by somebody whom we felt had good qualifications to do 
it. 

Senator Spkctrr. A grant application which was unsolicited? 
Mr. Rkgnkry. Right. 

Senator Specter. Which means that you were not looking for 
something along this line? 
Mr. Rkonkry. That is right. 
Senator Spkctkr. But it came to you? 
Mr. Rkgnkry. That is right. 

Senator Spkcter. And then you were interested in it? 

Mr Rkonkry. That is right. It was part of a largjr project that 
we were working on involving exploitation of children, child abuse, 
and we believed that it fit in with two or three other projects that 
we were directing. 

Senator Spkctkr. Weil, I can understand your being interested, 
whatever the source may have been, whether it was your idea or 
somebody else's idea. 

But once you made the decision that you wanted to have a grant 
or an agreement, a joint agreement, for the sum of $800,000, why 
not do it on a competitive basis? Why not look for others in accord- 
ance with th;> general principles of competition that are so heavily 
emphasized in your department's operations? 

Mr. Rkunkry. Well, as I say, we probably could have done it com- 
petitively but, on the other hand, we believed thr' it met the re- 
quirements of the sole source guidelines that the general counsel 
had developed because of the unique aspects of it, and because of 
the fact that it was an unsolicited grant proposal. I suppose we 
I'ould have taken and turned it around and done more or less what 
American University wanted to do. 

Senator Spkctkr. Well, I still do not understand why you did not 
do it It seems to me an irrelevancy came from that. Once you de- 
cided whatever the source was, it is important that they are well 
qualified, but the issue then is. is somebody else better qualified, or 
the issue may be articulated as, is it not desirable to give somebody 
ehf» an opportunity to bid on it where they might come in at a 
lower cost or with greater qualification? You do not know until you 
t ry 

Mr Rk<;\kk\ Well, first of all, since it was a cooperative agree- 
ment, I gue^s the cost factor really was not an issue because we 
control the cost during the life of* the agreement. That was the sort 
of thinn we could not really predict— what it was going to cost 
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before we not into it. because we did not know what we were going 
to find. 

As you mentioned, pornography is something that has been 
highly studied. What this grant generally wanted to do was to look 
through the studies, both published and unpublished, find all of 
them and assimilate them. And until you know what studies you 
are up against, I guess you do not know how much time you are 
going to spend. So, in fact, we controlled that arrangement. 

Senator Spkctkr. My point in examining these two issues of com- 
petition and peer review, and using these for illustrative purposes 
is. you asked me before, what percentage ought to be competitive 
and what percentage ought to be noncompetitive. I gave you a judg- 
mental call, HO percent. 

But as we get into American University, I see no reason why this 
should not be a competitive grant. 

TESTIMONY OF JAMES WOOTTON. DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR 
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

Mr. Wootton. Senator, I think the context— and I think it will 
be gone into more fully by other witnesses— in which Mrs. Reisman 
came to our attention, and then our willingness to address this as a 
™Y\co™petitive « rant was °as ed around a shift in our focus at 
CjJJDi —from thinking that recreational activities were the only 
way to prevent delinquency, to instead, looking at some of the root 
causes of delinquency. And we very quickly came upon sexual ex- 
ploitation, abuse of children, and a lot of family disfunction as pos- 
sibly being the biggest causes of juvenile delinquents or at least 
worthy of further inquiry. 

When Mrs. Reisman came to our attention, one of the things 
that was very interesting about her work was her theory, which I 
do not know anyone else has propounded. I think it is unique. Her 
theory is based on the fact that there has been an increasing ac- 
ceptance in certain pornographic media of children as sex objects. 
She has done a whole media study which includes all of the 
media—I think the title of it was "From Shirley Temple to Pretty 
Baby. It was the Brooke Shields syndrome of a 12-year-old being a 
viable sex object 

Senator Spkctkr. Shirley Temple as a sex object? 

Mr. Wootton. No. No; the point was Shirley Temple was not a 
sex object. Senator, and Brooke Shields is. The point is that as we 
looked at - 

Senator Spktkr. Shirley Temple was '.i. Brooke Shields was 
what" 

Mr Wootton She was 12, Senator, and I do not think an appro- 
priate sex object at that time. But the point is that when we looked 
at that as a possible cause of the increased awareness, we do not 
know whether there has been this kind of sexual abuse in the 
family for the last millennium because no records have been kept. 
But certainly it has come to the public's attention more in the last 
1" >ears. and as it has. we were wondering whether there was a 
connection between that and the increased sexual izat ion of chil- 
dren m the pornographic magazines. 

She came to us with that theory. And upon inquiring, we found 
that no one else was pursuing this as a theory. 

Now. there were other people pursuing other aspects of media vi- 
ol. -rue .,m<! pornography, but regarding what became our concern 

ERJC 1 j 



40 

about cuuHution of delinquency and problems of the family, the 
idea of the sexual ization of children seemed to Tit, 

Now, whether or not we would have had a broader inquiry as to 
who the people are that are involved, I think we could argue that. 

Senator Specter. Now, wait a minute. That is precisely my point. 

You say to me you had no reason to believe anybody else was in 
the Held, but you had no reason to believe that somebody else was 
not in the field. That is your job as a Federal agency, to look to the 
field, see if there are others in the field, who on a competitive basis 
can provide a better service at a lower cost. 

Mr. WoorroN. Senator, you are a lawyer, and you know- — 

Senator Specter. Yes, sir, 

Mr. Wootton. You know that when you go to get a lawyer, you 
do not always pick the cheapest lawyer, and you do not always pick 
the lawyer that has a particular set of qualifications on paper. You 
pick the lawyer that you want. For whatever reasons, in some of 
these situations, you end up giving a grant to someone who seems 
to have something that might bear fruit. 

Now, whether or not this is going to bear fruit is premature. 

Senator Spkctkr. Let me make two distinctions with you. 

When I go to pick a lawyer, I am a private citizen, and I can 
choose anybody I want, because I am spending my own money. You 
are not. you are spending the Government s money. And the Con- 
gress has said that we want competitive bidding. We want a com- 
petitive situation. 

Now, I am not saying to you that you should not consider factors 
beyond price, qualification, experience, exposure, ideas, and the 
best one may not be the least expensive, but I think there is a fun- 
damental effect if you do not look to competition, which you did 
not do here, and which you have not done in 57 percent of the 
cases. That is really the point I am getting at, and I am not picking 
at this American University issue. 

The purpose of an oversight hearing is to have an exploration of 
what you are doing, and this committee may not be right. You may 
choose to do it differently. And if the Congress wants to make a 
change legislatively, the Congress can. We do not control what you 
do. We simply make suggestions to you in terms of an oversight 
function. 

Rut there are a lot of people in the field of pornography, and I 
think that the issue of pornographic materials as they relate to 
children are very important. There has been more family sexual 
abuse and more mistreatment of juveniles, generally. 

But the point that I come to is that there is nothing unique 
about this situation which would have precluded that kind of in- 
quire on your part. You may have come right back to them, and if 
you had. fine 

Mr. Kkcnkky. Senator, let me say that I think you are absolutely 
ritfht. As I said before, I do not profess to believe that our competi- 
tive process is by any means perfect. We try to adhere to the stat- 
ute and to the guidelines, and in this case I believe the General 
Counsel reviewed this to determine whether or not it was an appro- 
priate grant to be sole source. They concluded that it was. 

Now. maybe that means that our guidelines need to be changed. 
It is certainly a lot more comfortable for me to make a competitive 
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grant than a noncompetitive one, simply because then I am not 
held accountable for the ones that did not get a grant, and then I 
do not have people coming in and yelling at me because somebody 
else got the grant. And in many cases, you are right. 

I get better people to do the grants competitively. But there are 
down sides, too. So I do not think that we could conclude that we 
should compete everything. 

Senator Specter. Well, I am not saying that you should. 

One point which may be small, which may not be small, Mr. Reg- 
nery. You made a representation that the American University 
group came to you on the statement which has been submitted by 
Ms. Reisman. On page 4, she said that she was contacted by Mr 
Wootton. 

Mr. Reonery. I think, yes, I believe that could be true. She was 
contacted, and she can explain to you how she got hooked up with 
American University. Ultimately, American University prepared 
the grant application. 

Senator Specter. So she did not come to you? 

Mr. Reonery. Well, she came to me personally, I do not know if 
she came to the office, or we went to her. American University, in 
fact, came to us with the grant application. 

The term solicited and unsolicited grant is, in fact, a term of art. 
A solicited grant is one that you advertise through the competitive 
process. 

Senator Specter. Now, I do not want to 

Mr. Reonery. There may have been some discussions 

Senator Specter. I do not agree with you, with the terms of art. 
I*t us get to the facts. Who came to whom? 

Mr. Rec.nery. Well, could we let the people that were involved 
talk about it? I had a meeting with Ms. Reisman 

Senator Specter. Mr. Wootton, do you know? 

Mr . Reonery. Then sometime after we got an application 

Mr. Wootton. Yes, sir. 

Senator Specter. Tell us. 

Mr. Wootton. I heard Ms. Reisman— I was interested in her 
theory that the Kinsey Institute may have been involved in some 
activities that would shed some lack of credibility on the findings 
of the Kinsey reports on child sexuality, and sexuality generally. 
Those Kinsey reports had been very influential in the 1970 Presi- 
dential Report on Pornography. 

I called the show, and talked to the producer, and asked if they 
had a way to get a hold of Ms. Reisman. They did. I called her, and 
asked her if she would come down. We talked. She was obviously 
very committed to the area of the sexual exploitation of children. 
She brought with her some things that indicated an interest in 
pursuing that particular problem. She was particularly interested 
in the area of pornography. She was somehow involved with Haifa 
University in Israel at the time. What her post was, I do not know 
♦ •x;ict K 

At the conclusion of our talk, 1 took her in to see Al Regnery. He 
was interested in what she had to say. We came up here and met 
with certain Senate staffers, and with Senator Denton. She ex- 
plained to him what her theory was on the sexualization of chil- 
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dren. He wan very interested, thought we should pursue it. The 
staffers thought we should pursue it. We basically left it to her. 

Senator Specter. You have covered the question. You went to 
her. 

Mr. Wootton. This is the important part. That is, we left it up to 
her to come to us, if she had a proposal that would address our par- 
ticular area of concern. In other words, she had an area of exper- 
tise—ours was delinquency prevention — and she came to us with a 
proposal that would deal with the role of pornography and media 
violence prevention. 

At that time we had what was essentially, as Mr. Regnery said, 
an unsolicited proposal. 

Senator Specter. Mr. Wootton, when did you become Deputy? 

Mr. Wootton. December 1983. 

Senator Specter. Let me take up briefly this issue of peer review 
so that we can get to that before turning to Senator Metzenbaum. 

Who on your staff handled that with respect to the American 
University grant? 

Mr. Regnery. Two different people, Senator. Robert Heck, who is 
here, who is a juvenile justice specialist, and Pamela Swain, who is 
the head of the research division of our institute. 

Senator Specter. Well, Ms. Swain and Mr. Heck, please step for- 
ward. 

While you are standing, will you both raise your right hand? 

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony that you are about to 
give to this congressional subcommittee will be the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Heck. I do. 

Ms. Swain. I do. 

Senator Specter. Just as rapidly as I can, I would like to find out 
what was the peer review given by the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention to this grant, or this joint agreement. 

Mr. Heck. Senator, thank you for this opportunity 

Senator Specter. Would you identify yourself? 

Mr. Heck. I am Robert Heck. 

Senator Specter. And your position, Mr. Heck? 

Mr. Heck. I am the program specialist in the Office of Juvenile 
Justice. 

Senator Specter. Thank you. 

TESTIMONY OF ROBKKT (). HECK, PROGRAM SPECIALIST, OFFICE 
OF JI VEMLE Jl STICK AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

Mr. Hkck. Back in April of 1977, when I was with the Law En- 
forcement Assistance Administration, I was a police specialist, and 
I began working on child murder cases and serial murderers. I do 
not mean to digress too much, but I think it is important because 
this leads up to our interest in child pornography. That in the 
course of 

Senator Si'Kctkk. Mr. Heck, what I am interested in is the specif- 
ic issue of peer review on this American University matter. 
Mr. Hkck. Yes. sir. 

On May I was on sick leave, and I was home in bed, and I 
listened to the same radio program that the Deputy Administrator 
heard. I had been working on this program for the office, and when 
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I came hack into the office the next day, where I had been working 
on the missing and murdered children program, I asked if it was 
possible that we could meet with a Dr. Reisman, who had been 
working in that area of pornography that had come up with a 
group of law enforcement people with whom I had met. 

When the application came in, that was some time— a lot of his- 
tory between that, and when the application came in from Ameri- 
can University. I had been working with Dr. Ann Burgess of the 
University of Pennsylvania and a Mr. Doug Moore. 

Senator Specter. Did Dr. Burgess provide some peer review on 
this matter? 

Mr. Heck. Yes. 

Senator Specter. What was that? 

Mr. Heck. That the program area and the research area that Dr, 
Reisman would propose to embark upon was most relevant 

Senator Specter. Aside from the area, how about the specific 
program that Ms. Reisman suggested? 

Mr. Heck. Yes. She did. 

Senator Specter. And did Dr. Burgess provide something in writ- 
ing on that? 
Mr. Heck. I might have something in writing. 
Senator Specter. Do you have it with you? 
Mr. Heck. No. 

Senator Specter. Did you come to testify today about the peer 
review on American University? 

Mr. Heck. No, I did not know what I was going to be testifying 
on today. 

Senator Specter. Did you know that you were going to be testify- 
ing about American University? 

Mr. Heck. No, I thought that I might be testifying about mur- 
dered and exploited children and pornography. 

Senator Specter. What did Dr. Burgess provide to you? 

Mr. Heck. Dr. Burgess and Dr. Reisman were part of a law en- 
forcement specialist group that was working with me on 

Senator Specter. On the question of what Dr. Burgess did with 
respect to Ms. Reisman, do you recall specifically what she said? 

Mr. Heck. She said that in the program area that we were in- 
volved in, it was most essential that we had research of this type as 
a part of the program. 

Senator Specter. Mr. Regnery, would you provide me with what- 
ever writings you had from Dr. Burgess? 

Mr. Regnery. Yes. 

(Never received for the record.) 

Senator Specter. Before you leave Dr. Burgess, did you consider 
it relevant, Mr. Heck, that Dr. Burgess was herself the recipient of 
a grant from (XJJI)P? 

Mr Heck. At the time Dr. Burgess was not a recipient of a 
grant. 

Senator ^'Ecter. Was she later a recipient? 

Mr Heck. Yes, she was. She was part of a working group that I 
had been working with since* July. 

Senator Specter. Does it raise any problem in your mind that 
OJJDP grantees are a part of a peer review program? 
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Mr Hkck. In all of the programs that I know of, I have always 
used peer group people that 1 have been involved with. In fact, Dr. 
Burgess and Dr. Reisman made presentations to a peer group that 
I was working with on serial murders and child exploitation and 
pornography. 

Mr. Regnery. Senator, if I 

Senator Specter. Just a minute. Just a minute, Mr. Regnery. 

My question to you, Mr. Heck, was do you consider it relevant in 
taking a peer group evaluation, that the evaluator is a grantee? 

Mr. Heck. Most importantly, yes. In fact, it was a peer group 
that I took most of this advice from. It was a peer group of law 
enforcement officers, and Dr. Burgess, whom I had never met 
before July, whom I had read extensively, and who has been in- 
volved in sexual exploitation of children research. It was a peer 
group that I had brought together on this subject that was most 
important in making recommendations. 

Senator Specter. So are you saying that it is helpful 

Mr. Heck. It is. 

Senator Spwtkr. Excuse me, I did not finish my question. 

Are you saying that it is helpful that a peer group evaluator is 
also a recipient of an OJJDP grant? 

Mr. Heck. No, we are talking about two different things here. 

Senator Specter. Well, let me tell you what I am talking about. 

My question is, Is it appropriate for a peer group evaluator to be 
an OJJDP recipient at the same time that the peer evaluation is 
given? 

Mr. Heck. We are not talking about a case that I know of, Sena- 
tor. 

Mr. Regnery. Senator, could I respond to that? 

Senator Specter. I am asking a general question. 

Mr. Hkck. Just a general question. If you have got a person 
under contract to do peer group review, which I understand a lot of 
Government agencies have, that is what we are supposed to do. But 
I have never operated that way. 

Mr. Rkonery. Senator, excuse me. Because of the size of the ju- 
venile justice field, and because of the extensive work that my 
office has done over the years, I think it would be very difficult to 
find a peer reviewer who was not, or had not been, a grantee of my 
office at some point, or who might even have a grant pending, or a 
request. There just are not people around out there who know 
these subjects, who have not been involved at one point or another. 
We do it all the time. 

I do not find it to be problematic at all, because you can take the 
review that you get from them— you can take it or leave it, as 
advice You know if they are a grantee or not, and it is pretty easy 
to see if they are trying to get something out of you in terms of a 
grant. 

Senator Si*K( tkk. Mr. Regnery, would it be unduly burdensome 
for vou to give the subcommittee a list of all the people in the 

field'. 1 

Mr Rkunkky. I believe we gave you a list yesterday, of about So 
people whom we use. In fact, I have another copy here of people 
we, generally use for peer review. 



Senator Specter Well, rtiy question is a broader question than 
that. 

Are those all the people in the field? 

Mr. Regnery. No, those are not all the people. Those are the 
people that we are currently using as peer reviewers. 

Senator Specter. Yes, my question goes to your statement that it 
is a small field, small universe, and I would like to have you pro- 
vide, if it is not unduly burdensome, the full scope of expert talent 
who are available. I would just like 

Mr. Recnery. I would hate to give you a conclusive list, Senator, 
because if I forget somebody they are going to be mad at me. I 
guess, no, I cannot give you a conclusive list, obviously. 

Senator Specter. You cannot make everybody happy. 

It seems to me, you may be exactly correct, but it is not some- 
thing that I would want to accept at face value, that there are not 
people beyond those whom you do business with, and who would be 
in a position to give peer evaluation. 

Mr. Reonery. One of the problems which we very often encoun- 
ter on this is that we try to use people who may not have been 
grantees. And the immediate cry goes up that they are not juvenile 
justice experts. They do not know anything about it and we are 
using people we should not be using. 

Senator Specter. I did not say your job was easy, Mr. Regnery. 

Mr. Heck. Senator, may I? You know, Senator, we are speaking 
tiiFV re ^ iew> 1 had 16 People, law enforcement, State and local, 
FBI. Dr. Burgess— before any grant was given— who were all in- 
volved in this particular area, in which we had a whole program. 

I have memos to Administrator Regnery indicating what this 
peer group had requested that the Office of Juvenile Justice do. 

Senator Specter. Well, my question, Mr. Heck, is did these 
people review the proposal by American University? 

Mr. Heck. Not at the time that they made recommendations for 
this type of research. 

Senator Specter. Well, who did review the American University 

proposal 

Mr. Heck. After 

Senator Specter. Just a moment. Let me finish. Who did review 
the American University proposal, if anyone, besides Dr. Burgess? 

Mr. Heck. Mr. Moore of Sam Houston Juvenile Justice Center. 

Senator Specter. And was that in writing? 

Mr. Heck. 1 had sent him a letter with the proposal, yes. 

Senator Specter. And did Mr. Moore respond to you in writing? 

Mr. Heck. He responded at another meeting that I had minutes 
of I have mincces of the meeting. 

Senator Specter. Did he respond to you in writim!"' 

Mr. Heck. No. No. 

Senator Specter. Did anybody else give you peer revit-vv of Amer- 
ica n University's proposal? 
Mr Heck In writing*' 
Senator Specter. Well, either wav 
Mr Heck Yes. 
Senator Specter. Who else".' 

Mr. Heck (apt. Robert Robertson of the Michigan State Police 
Special Auent Roger DePue. of the Behavioral Science Unit, FBI 
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Academy; Sgt. Charlie Hill of the Jacksonville, FL, Police Depart- 
ment; Pierce Brooks, retired Los Angeles homicide investigator. 

Senator Specter. All these people reviewed the American Uni- 
versity proposal? 

Mr. Heck. Yes, they reviewed a presentation made by Dr. Reis- 
man, regarding her research activity. 

Senator Specter. And was it the same way that you sent each 
one of these people a letter? 

Mr. Heck. No. No. This was all a presentation. This was before 
that group. The presentation was made 

Senator Specter. The American University 

Mr. Heck. No, not American University, Dr. Reisman. Dr. Reis- 
man made a presentation to this group regarding a proposed activi- 
ty that she was engaged in. 

Senator Specter. When was that presentation made? 

Mr. Heck. July 11— July 12, 1983. 

Senator Specter. Do you have any documents on that subject? 
Mr. Heck. Yes. 

Senator Spkctkr. Would you provide those to the committee, 
please? 
Mr. Heck. 1 certainly will. 
(Never received for the record.] 

Senator Specter. Were there any dissenters? What was the 
result of the peer evaluation? 

Mr. Heck. Those are in the documents. They recommended that 
two Hiajor research projects be coupled with the Serial Murderer 
Tracking Program, and I have documents so indicating. 

Senator Specter. So Dr. Reisman's program was connected to the 
Serial Murderer Tracking Program? 

Mr. Heck. Yes. 

Senator Specter. Do you consider these individuals experts who 
are qualified to make a comment on the methodology or scientific 
methodology of Dr. Reismans program? 

Mr. Heck. I consider these people the most important people 
that I have worked with in exploring all the areas of violence and 
pornography. They are all law enforcement people who have a 
very, very deep interest in finding out what is happening. 

Senator Specter. Ms. Swain, do you have anything to supple- 
ment the answers given by Mr. Heck on the peer review of Dr. 
Reisman s proposal? 

TESTIMONY OF PAMELA SWAIN, HEAD OF THE RESEARCH DIVI 
SION, OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PRE 
VENTION 

Ms. Swain. I am working now with Dr. Reisman at American 
University, to ensure that she has consultants available to her, 
both through the university and in the form of her project advisory 
committee, which is composed of experts who are not affiliated 
with American University. We are in the process of identifying 
that group who will oversee Dr. Reisman on the project. 

Senator Spkctkr. Has anyone l>een so identified, as of this 
moment? 

Ms. Swain No. 

Senator Spkctkr. How long have you been working at the effort 
to identify such a peer review group? 
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Ms. Swain A couple of months. 

id^tiS S ' K(WrEK " And Wh<?n d ° y ° U GXpect t0 have 8ome I* 0 ? 1 ** 
Ms. Swain. I hope we will by the end of this month. 
Senator Specter. By the end of August? 
Ms. Swain. Yes, sir. 

Senator Specter. Just one final question before turning the 
matter over to Senator Metzenbaum. 

Mr. Wootton, you have been the recipient of a grant from the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention? 

Mr. Wootton. No. sir; I have not. 

Senator Specter Were you the project director of the grant? 
Mr. Wootton. No, sir, but let me help you out. 
Senator Specter. Will you? 
Mr. Wootton. I have had a contract with them. 
Senator Specter. OK. It is not a grant, but a contract. Tell us 
about it, please. 

Mr. Wootton. Well, what would you like to know? 
Senator Specter. All about it. 

vm ' uJTvFa P* 11 1 i" et W i th A1 R*""*. sometime in April 
\.m. He talked to me about the need that the office had in the 
area of reauthorization, his particular interest in having a verv 
substantial restitution program, and whether I could be of help to 
him m these areas. 

We concluded that I could, and we explored ways in which I 
could be compensated. I was on a contract, because it exceeded a 
certain amount of money. A sole source justification went through 
the General Counsel s Office, and I was approved as the contractor. 

Senator Specter. According to the information I have, the 
amount was $20,0»0, and the award was on April 29, 1983; which is 
the beginning date, and the ending date was September 6, 1983; 
does that sound about right to you? 

Mr. Wootton. Yes, sir. 

Senator Specter And what services did you perform for that? 

Mr. Wootton. Well, during that time I was constantly involved 
in the reauthorization question. We had a deadline. The office at 
that time had a deadline of May 15 to have something submitted to 
the Hill on what the position of the administration would be on the 
reauthorization of the office. 

I participated in the creation of a memo that went forward I 
cor, , rnied to participate with the National Advisory Committee by 
attending the meetings and preparing various materials for those 
meetings. At the same time I began a process— and in terms of 
peer review, an extensive process— of getting everybody in the juve- 
nile justice area involved in designing a restitution program. 

Senator Spkctkr. And you finished those services prior to the 
time that you became deputy, in December 1982? 

Mr Wootton. Well, we have not been reauthorized yet, Senator 
so I think my services concerning the reauthorization continued. 

Mr Kkcnkry. Hut as an employee, yes. 

Mr Wootton As an employee, yes. Under the contract, I was 
1 1 nished with those services prior to becoming deputv 
Senator Spkctkr. Senator Metzenbaum? 
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Senator Metzenbaum Mr. Regnery, as you know, George Nichol- 
son was asked to testify here today, but he declined. Mr. Nicholson 
has, however, submitted a letter to the chairman, which I will be 
referring to from time to time. 

In Mr. Nicholsons letter, he says the following: 

During lau* \W.\ t the Administrator of OJJDP was referred to me in my capacity 
u.s m former Senior Aiwistant Attorney General and Director of the California De- 
partment of Justice School Safety Center, as a then member of the California Gover- 
nor's Office of Planning and Research 

Mr. Regnery, could you tell us who referred you to Mr. Nichol- 
son? 

Mr. Regnery. I believe it was Attorney Frank Harrington. 
Senator Metzenbaum. Who is he? 

Mr. Regnery. He is an attorney who lives in Virginia Beach and 
is the chairman of the Victims Assistance Local Organization. He 
has done extensive work in the area of criminal justice in victims' 
assistance, juvenile justice and other things. I have consulted with 
him and conferred with him from time to time. 

Also, we had done a considerable amount of work in school 
safety, and apparently he either knew of, or knew, Mr. Nicholson, 
and said that I should see him, 

Senator Metzenbaum. You said that you believed that it was he. 
Was it he that referred you to Mr. Nicholson? You said you be- 
lieved it was. 

Mr. Regnery. Yes; I think I knew of Mr. Nicholson— otherwise I 
do not really remember how. I guess I heard his name from here 
and there, and Harrington told me that Nicholson would be a good 
person to talk to. 

Senator Metzenbaum. When and where did you meet with Mr, 
Nicholson to discuss school safety, and to seek his assistance? 

Mr Regnkry. I met with him in Sacramento, CA, I believe it was 
at the Holiday Inn, and I think the date was November 16, 1983. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Were there others present? 

Mr. Regnery. Yes; there were. Mr. Wootton was there, one of 
Mr. Nicholson s assistants from the Governor's office was there, 
and I believe that Linda Otto was there also— the person who had 
produced "Adam" the missing children movie, and who happened 
to be in Sacramento. We simply asked her to have dinner with us. 
She was not interested in the center. 

Senator Metzenbaum. That was the first meeting. Was there 
anyone else present at that meeting? 

Mr Regnkry. Well, I do not think so. 

Senator Metzenbaum. And was there a second meeting? 

Mr Rkgnery. There have been lots of meetings since then. Yes; 
Mr Nicholson was in Washington, probably in early January. I be- 
lieve the next meeting was here, which was in my office. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Was there another meeting prior to that, 
in December liWtf? 

Mr Regnkry. I do not think that there was. 

Senator Metzenbai'm. I think you testified — the reason I am 
n.tkihti the question is. you testified that in December UMli you 
In-gnn discussing the Nicholson involvement. 

Mr Rkc;nkry Yes; I talked to him on the telephone a nb nber of 
tune* Mr Wootton probably talked to him in December on the 
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telephone, iti fail I am sure he did, but I do not believe there were 
any faee-to-face meeting" between the November 16 meeting and 
subsequently in my office in January. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Now, Mr. Nicholson says that, "I was 
asked to consider the possibility of becoming more directly in- 
volved. 

Does that indicate that you or others on your staff invited Mr. 
Nicholson to prepare this grant request? 

Mr. Reonkry. Not at that point. Initially, I asked Mr. Nichol- 
son—who had, I jjuess, as much experience in this issue as anybody 
I could find— to give me some advice on what we should do, what 
we could do, and how much it might cost. He did that. 

As we discussed on the telephone what those arrangements 
might be and what we should do, it sort of slowly evolved. We 
asked if he would be interested in being involved in this with us if 
he could find an appropriate grantee, because of his experience. He 
indicated such an interest. 

Senator Metzenbaum. So that between November 16 and Janu- 
ary 9, this matter evolved to the point where you were inviting Mr. 
Nicholson to submit a grant, send an application for the grant? 

Mr. Rkonery. No; I never invited Mr. Nicholson. 

Senator Metzenbaum. To find a sponsor to do that? 

Mr. Reonkry. Excuse me? 

Senator Metzenbaum. To find a sponsor. 

Mr. Regnery. Well, I told him if he could find an appropriate 
sponsor, we wanted to do something along the lines of school 
safety. And I said if you could line up something, with an appropri- 
ate grantee, we very likely could work something out with him. 

Senator Metzenbaum. That is pretty much the same procedure 
you followed with Ms. Reisman? 

Mr. Reonkry. Well, it was 

Senator Metzenbaum. To the point that you indicated your will- 
ingness to accept an application for a grant, provided that the indi- 
vidual with whom you were speaking 

Mr. Rkgnkry. Yes, not unlike that. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. Pardon me? 

Mr. Reonkry. Yes; that is true. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Now, is that going to be the standard pro- 
cedure at OJJDP. and is that not a very unusual procedure for any 
(Government agency to use? 

Mr Rkonery. No; I do not think it is unusual, from what I can 
gather from the way my office has functioned in the past, and the 
way the other Justice Department offices function. Some statutes 
require that all grants be made by competition. Ours does not. 

And actually it is not, in fact, the standard procedure now. I 
think, in fact, there may be other small research grants that we do 
that way -where somebody will come along that has a proposal on 
research, and we tell them that we have to give the grant to an 
entity nf some sort where they might find the entity. It happens. I 
UUe>w. it is not the usual. 

Mr Wootton Senator, let me just give you an example on this 
otnpetition thing ritfht now. 

The -itars of the research area, the people that have been work- 
ing in the field for a long time, have gone around and aligned 
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themselves with various institutions that are large enough to have 
the financial capability of handling a large Government grant, yet 
those people are not connected with those institutions at all. So 
what they do is go and lend their name, their resume, and work on 
the grant proposal, and in the event that that institution wins the 
competition, they will attach themselves to that competition. 

Senator Metzenbaum. But there was no competition. 

Mr. W(X)TT<)N. No; I understand. And the idea of people attach- 
ing themselves to an institution because the institution has the fi- 
nancial capability of handling a large Government grant is, I 
would say, very common. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Mr. Wootton, I will be glad to get to my 
questions to you in due time, but the point that I am making is 
that this is a highly unusual procedure, where an applicant for a 
grant may carry that application under his or her arm, or at least 
figuratively so, and go to a university and say I think I can get this 
if you will become the sponsor. 

I would say to you, Mr. Regnery, that if that is the usual proce- 
dure for other governmental agencies, I would like you to advise us 
of any other governmental Federal agency that has followed that 
procedure. 

Now, as you know, in Mr. Nicholson's letter, he says: 

My first i*nnt;ii» with th»* university waH made by calling Los Angeles telephone 
tnlormatmn. asking for th»' university telephone number, dialing it. getting a recep- 
tionist, and asking for the person in charge of the university. I was tlien fortuitously 
directly connected, late on a Friday afternoon, to the executive vice president, David 
l>avt»nport. who*e secretary happened not to be there 

Now, that was pretty much a stroke of luck for Pepperdine, and 
for Mr. Nicholson, as well. As a matter of fact, if he got the wrong 
number from information, or if his secretary had not been on a 
coffee break, Pepperdine University might have lost a $4 million 
grant, and Mr. Nicholson might not have had an applicant. 

Now. let rue ask you a question. Pepperdine is in Malibu, near 
Los Angeles; is that correct? 

Mr. Kkc;nkry. Right. 

Senator Mkt/knhaim. And if Pepperdine— where is the Pepper- 
dine University National School Safety Center? 
Mr. Rk<;nkry. Sacramento. 

Senator MktzknhaI'M. How far is that from Los Angeles? 
Mr Rk<;nkry It is about an hour on the airplane. I do not know 
liow mam miles 

Senator Mkt/knbaim. About 4(M) miles, as I understand it, is it 
not 0 

Mr Rk<;nkky. Probably. 

Senator MktzknhaI'M. Why is the School Safety Center located 
in Sacramento, if Pepperdine is located in Malibu? 

Mr Rkcvnkky Well, a number of reasons. For one thing, the rent 
i> a lot cheaper in Sacramento. 

Senator Mktzknhai m. Could you not be on the campus? 

Mr Rkcnkkn No; they did not have room on the campus. They 
would h.i\e had to put it some place else in Los Angeles. They de- 
lermined that, in tact, the way Calilornians travel, it takes about 
the same amount of time to get to Sacramento as it does to get to 
other parts of Los Angeles. 
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Senator Mkt/knhai'm Where does Nicholson live? 

Mr. Kkcnkky Me live* in Sacramento. And that is another 
reason that it was put there. There were a number of people, I be- 
lieve eight or nine people on the staff, who were hired away from 
the attorney general's office in California that were working on 
Kchool safety. There seemed to be a number of people there that 
would be easily employed in Sacramento, which was certainly one 
of the considerations. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. As a matter of fact, he was hiring a staff 
of his own choosing. None of them were, or are, present Pepperdine 
employees, is that not correct? 

Mr. Rkcnkky I do not believe any of them were Pepperdine em- 
ployees at that time, and that is the way it was intended. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. And the center is being outfitted from top 
to bottom with new furniture, and equipment, with Federal funds, 
is that correct? 

Mr. Kkcnkky. That is correct. 

Senator Mkt/knbaum. And according to the grant application, as 
the chairman has already indicated, Pepperdine will get $400,000 
or in percent, for being located 400 miles away, and as I see it! 
then employees will not be involved, or will that not be just sort 
of 

Mr Kkcnkky No; their employees are not employed by the 
center, but in fact many of their employees are involved. They pro- 
vide accounting services, for example. They report back to us. They 
have a liaison person who spends. I think, about half of his time 
overseeing the grant. 

They 

Senator Mkt/.knbaim. I thought 

Mr. Rkcnkky |continuing|. They provide some legal services. 
I hey provide a lot of other things that they charge to overhead, 
the 3IIMMHM. wh'ch. of course, is contingent upon getting a second 
year 

Senator Mktzk.nbai'.m. I would like to have Mr. Johnson come 
hack to the table for a moment, please. 

Mr. .Johnson, the original application for Pepperdine called for 
salaries totaling $!K{."),000 for the first year, plus 20 percent for 
Innge benefits, is that correct'.' 

Mr Johnson As far as I can recall, that is correct. 

Senator Mkt/k.NBAI'M And for the second year, 7 percent in- 
cre.i>e \va> to he allowed lor salaries"' 

Mr Johnson. That is true. Senator. 

Senator Mkt/.knbaim And the original application called for 
>....nmi *alar\ tor Mr Nicholson' 1 

Mr Johnson The original proposal, application, ves. not the 
hn.tl v i i's 

Senator Mm/knbai M And the final figure wa> what' 1 
Mr .JohnmiN Sli.'i.Olili 

S..| U toi Mh/knhm m And u c<»rrect that Mr Nicholson re- 
. ent|\ .ipphiil tor .! s.il.ir\ imre.-.M'. Ie» than tl months alter the 
:;i .oil w.i-. approM'il ' 

Mr JiiHN'Mis Kor u horn. Senator ' 

><-n.|li.r Mh l/KNHAI M For hnn>elt 
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Mr Johnson No, that is not true. As far as I know, Senator, 
that is not true 

Senator Mkt/knbaum Under travel costs, it is estimated that 
members of the executive staff will be required cumulatively to 
make 7o trips total to each of the 58 States and Territories, of at 
least once during eac'i of the years of the grant, and $HO,000 per 
>«• was allowed for that travel, is that correct? 

Mr .Johnson. That is approximately true. As far as I know. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. Consultants and specialists 1 travel is esti- 
mated at $X 1,000, and attendance at conferences, 120 of them, no 
less, is estimated at $lf),000, that is just for the conference fees 
alone, is that your understanding? 

Mr Johnson. Well, I belive that 120 was reduced to approxi- 
mately 100. 

Senator Mkt/knbaum. Pardon? 

Mr Johnson The 120 came in the original proposal 

Senator Mkt/knbaum. What was it reduced to? 
Mr Johnson. One hundred. This is over a 2-year period 
Senator Mktzknbaum. So the whole travel cost comes to $156,000 
per year' 1 

Mr Johnson. That is approximately true. 

Senator Mkt/knbaum. So now I understand they budgeted 
#{.">. onn Tor telephone. That is for 1 year? 

Mr. Johnson That should he for a 2-year period. 

Senator Mkt/knbaum. What has been spent so far, for tele- 
phones, do you know? 

Mr Johnson No, Senator. I do not have the report. 

Senator Mkt/knbaum. Well, you have oversight in connection 
with this matter for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, is that correct? 

Mr Johnson That is correct. Senator. 

Senator Mkt/knbaum Is it a fact that, the Sift.OOO that was total- 
l\ budgeted, that they have already expended that amount for tele- 
phones' 1 

Mr Johnson That they have already'.* 
Senator MKTZKNBAUM. Yes. 

Mr Johnson I cannot answer that, because I have not seen a 
report which would reflect that 

Senator' Mkt/knbaum When did you tfet your last report? 

Mr Johnson Let us see. the report came in for June HO, this 
fn.»nth. hut the report itself does not 

Senator Mkizknbai m Do you have the report with you? 

Mr Johnson No. I do not The report, even if I had it with me, 
N-n.ifnr dor- not break down into that category. 

S«-n.ih>r Mj-'I/kmiai m And how much have they spent so far out 
• •I tli.it hiifltift" 

Mr J<»h\m>\ Well. a> tar a> 1 ran remember, they have spent 
.ippr«»\m;.tte!\ Siioo.ooo. f>r something like that— that includes 
•Aha? \Kt- h.i\t- awn them in advances and also what they have ex- 
[i»-m|i'<| 

s, '!i->' •! Ml- I n \ B \t \i Duis that include equipment budgeted? 
H e.» f!'f\ -|»t-ni the I'titiiv S'JI 1 .T.'iO for equipment " J 
\1 » Ji *hn^ >n I t .tr,!iiit an-wer that . Senator 



Senator Mkt/knhaum And do you know whether the more 
recent reports indicate that they bought two conference tables for 
$!MMMI, including H4 chairs? 

Mr. Johnson. No; the report would not reflect that. 

Senator Metzenbaum. And I notice that they are purchasing a 
copygraphic photo compositor for $30,000, and a graphic arts 
camera for $fj,()0(), and spending another several thousand dollars 
for other equipment normally used in the printing equipment. 

Mr. Johnson, I know a little bit about the printing business, and 
I also know that the center plans to spend well over $200,000 for 
printing. 

Now the previous items I mentioned are used in typesetting, and 
the making of negatives for the printer. What is the center doing 
spending its money for typesetting equipment? What does it have 
to do with school safety? What is going to happen to all of this 
equipment at the end of the 2-year period? 

Mr. Johnson. Well, Senator, at the end of the 2-year period, any 
capital item, an item that costs $1,000 or more, must be returned to 
the Government. 

Well, it depend*) on the grant. We mav transfer it to another 
grantee in California, or we could transfer it back to us, or we 
could say sell it. There are a number choices that we have. 

Senator Mkt/knbaum. Why would the center be buying video re- 
corders, and audio recorders, and blank video tapes? 

Mr. Johnson. Well, the idea of the center is to, first of all, do the 
research and try to find out about model programs located 
throughout the Nation. The video wou^d be to record this informa- 
tion visually, and to ship it to other schools, or school districts 
throughout the Nation, that may have a similar problem. 

Senator Mrtzknraum. Let me ask you a question. Do you know 
that they bought 1,000 blank video tapes at $20 each, for a total of 
$2o.nnn? 

Incidentally, i think that was in their budget, and matter of fact, 
as I understand it, I do not buy many video tapes, but I am told 
that you can buy ihem at retail for $f), $7 apiece. 

So how do you justify it? What did you do when you saw that 
item in the budget, just sav OK? 

\k Johnson. Well, whenever an application comes in, it is 
standard proceduie that the application goes to the Office of the 
Comptroller. There they have financial management specialists 
who review each item on that budget, to determine whether the 
iost is allowable or whether the cost is excessive. 

Senator Mktzknhaim. Did you not help them write the applica- 
tion for the budget? Did you not testify to that earlier? 

Mr Johnson. No; I did not testify that I helped them write the 

budget 

Senator Mkv/knhai.M What did you testify to? 

Mr Johnson I said that 1 gave them some technical assistance 
a.- to vshal is required of a Federal grantee. 

Senator M kt/kn hai'.m. Well, the Comptroller just examines what 
?h- l.u-t- and figure** conform with other figures? 

Mr Johnson No. no 

Senator Mktzknbai m Who makes the policy decision with re- 
-p»vt to l.ooo tape> at *W 
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Mr. Wootton. Senator, the Comptroller is here 

Senator Metzenbaum I will be very happy to inquire of you, Mr, 
Wootton, when I am ready. 

Mr. Wootton. We were asked to have the Comptroller here. 

Senator Metzenbaum. I understand that, and if I wanted to hear 
from the Comptroller, I would do that. At this moment I want to 
hear from Mr. Johnson. 

When you looked at these figures, $240,000 for equipment, 
$20,000 for 1,000 tapes, $20 each, the other figures with respect to 
telephone and travel cost and conferences, did you raise any ques- 
tions concerning any of these figures? 

Mr. Johnson. No, I do not think I raised any questions, because I 
reallv did not know what it cost for a tape, and I relied on the 
people who reviewed these financial matters. 

Senator Metzenbaum. But are you not in charge of reviewing 
the financial matters? 

Mr. Johnson. Of course. I review it, but I am not the final au- 
thority on it. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Now, the application was made on what 
date, Mr. Johnson? Was it January 9, 1984? 

Mr. Johnson. That is probably correct, sir. It was around that 
time. 

Senator Metzenbaum. What were you doing out there 16 days 
later, on January 25, helping them with technical assistance and 
making the application? 

Mr. Johnson. Senator, I stand corrected. I was in Reno twice 
that month, and it was actually on the first trip to Reno that I 
went to Sacramento, which would make it around January 5. Janu- 
ary r>. rather than 25, January 5. 

Senator Metzenbaum. So you are correcting your earlier testimo- 
ny? 

Mr. Johnson. Yes. I am. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Mr. Regnery, is it a fact that the Cabinet 
Council on Human Resources issued a report on school violence in 
December 19M, announcing that Nicholson had agreed to head the 
National School Safety Center, and that was actually even before 
the application had been made. 

Mr. Regnery. That was in January 19H4, not 1983. 

Senator Metzenbaum. What was in January 19H4? 

Mr. Regnery. When we issued the report to the President on 
School Safety. 

Senator Metzenbaum. What was the date? 

Mr. Regnery. January, early in January 1984. 

Senator Metzenbaum. But the application was only made 

Mr Regnery. January 3 f 1984, 

Senator Metzenbaum. So that was H days before the application 
was even made? 

Mr Regnery. Right. And I believe that that document stated 
that we were discussing putting together a National School Safety 
Center I cannot remember the exact words. I do believe George 
Nicholson's name was in there. 

Senator Metzenbaum. That would certainly not lend credibility 
to the testimony that we had from you and others about peer 
review. You could not have had the peer review before the applica- 
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tion was made, and ho therefore the peer review, if any, was 
merely a formality, was it not? 
Mr. Regnerv. No, the peer review 

Senator Metzenbaum. Just a moment. Because the Cabinet 
Council had already announced that Mr. Nicholson was going to 
head it up. 

Mr. Recjnsry. No, that is not what the Cabinet Counsel an- 
nounced at all. The Cabinet Council mentioned, and I believe I 
have a copy of that document. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Why do you not tell us exactly what they 
announced? 

Mr, Regnery. Let us see, "the Department's Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention will be establishing a National 
School Safety Center, which George Nicholson from Governor 
Deukmejian's staff has agreed to direct." 

Senator Metzenbaum. Well, is that as definite as it possibly 
could be? 

Mr. Regnery. Well, I guess what I would conclude from that, 
since the Cabinet Council has no authority to make grants that I 
know of, is if, in fact, we get a suitable grant application, he has 
agreed to be the director of it. But that does not conclude that he is 
to get it by any means. 

I could have received that grant application, and the Comptroller 
could have rejected it. In fact, we went back and forth with the 
Comptroller for a month before the thing was accepted. 

Senator Metzenbaum. If a staff member, or a member of the 
team turned down an application, after the Cabinet Council had in- 
dicated publicly what was going to transpire, how long do you 
think that member of the team would still be around? 

Mr. Regnery. The team was ended anyway. So the question is 
irrelevant. 

Senator Metzenbaum. The question may not be irrelevant. What 
I am saying is, once the White House has spoken, and the Cabinet 
Council is a part of the White House, once the Cabinet Council has 
spoken, I am saying to you, are you suggesting that you might turn 
down such an application? You were part of that Cabinet Council. 

Mr. Regnery. I was part of that Cabinet Council. Sure, 1 would 
have been glad to turn down that application. I think all it says is 
that if we can do something acceptable, George Nicholson has 
agreed to be involved in it. 

Senator Mkt/knhaum. I will not belabor that point any further. 

When you testified in the House last April, you stated that you 
thought that more than half the grants made since you took over 
the office had been competitive. But that you did not have the 
exact figures. 

Now. since then, you have provided a list to the House Commit- 
tee, and from November 22, 19hli, through April 10, 1984, a total of 
f>- new grants and contracts were awarded. Nearly 70 percent were 
awarded, as the chairman has stated, without competition, the 
dollar amount of those tiL> grants comes to $19,441,9:19. The total, 
$1H. W4.791J was awarded without competition, or nearly 8f> percent. 

Now. when the chairman asked you about this, you said those 
figures were not correct. 
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Mr. Regnery, I am going to give you a copy of the Justice Depart- 
ment's printout, signed by Robert McConnell, Assistant Attorney 
General, and tell me why you told the chairman that the 71-per- 
cent figure and the 85-percent figure were not correct, and that the 
House had released the figures? And I will show them to you. 

Mr. Regnery. First of all, let me explain to you, Senator, that 
what I believe I said to Senator Specter was that as of this date 
those figures may be wrong. They may have been correct in April, 
I do not know. 

Let me just explain another thing. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Wait a minute. Let us just stay with that. 
They were correct as of April, were they not? Not they may have 
been. If they were not, then tell me how they were not correct. 

Mr. Regnery. Well, there are a number of ways they may not 
have been correct. 

First of all, there is a substantial amount of money that my 
office gives to interagency transfers. That, money cannot be com- 
petitive, or not be 

Senator Metzenbaum. We are only talking about 

Mr. Regnery. It may have been added to one or another 

Senator Metzenbaum. We are only talking about new grants, 
and contracts initiated for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin- 
quency Prevention, November 22, 1982, through April 10, 1984. 
What I am saying is, if it is not correct, then tell us how it is not 
correct, because then I want to get to the totals to date. 

Mr. Regnery. I would be glad to do that. It will take me a while 
to do it I would be glad to submit it, I do not think I can— do you 
want me to go through this thing and tell you each one? 

Senator Metzenbaum. No, you do not need to go through it now, 
but you have got Mr. Wootton and others, but if there is some cor- 
rection of the facts, other than what the chairman stated they 
were, we would like to know before this hearing concludes. 

Mr. Regnery. Oh, I could give you right now a list of every grant 
that I have signed since I have been in the office, that shows 
whether or not it is competitive. 

Senator Metzenbaum. We have that. 

Mr. Regnery. It is not a printout, it is actually a sheet that 
shows the grantee, the date, and so on. 

Senator Metzenbaum. I am not concerned about that. I am con- 
cerned about the actual grants that have been made. 

Now. you went on to testify that up until very recently, you indi- 
cated that the figures had changed, and now the figure of noncom- 
petitive is about ")7 percent, and the competitive is 4'A percent. 

Mr Regnery. That is right. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Mr. Regnery, there is only one conclusion 
that can be reached on the basis of that, and that is that since 
April 1<>. knowing full well of the House concern on this subject, 
and the Senate's concern on this subject, you have put out 
$1 1 ,.Vmh mm j in competitive awards, and ."52,900,000 in noncompeti- 
tive awards, which has changed the percentage, but it was only 
after your House testimony, and the pressure that the Congress 
has indicated as to their view, that you changed your awarding of 
contracts, is that not so? 



Mr. Rkcnkry Well. I do not think that is exactly accurate. No If 
l could get a competitive grant out in 2 months, I would be able to 
do 8 IfT a S th ? l * n0 , 0ther 9 overnme nt agency has been able to 
fh'JLKl* u 8 L 0t of competitive grants since April, those are all 
£?%i? a »l have in , ll ] e Pipeline for the last year. It may be in 
tact that there were, and I do not know, the figures change every 
day. I have not substantially changed my policy on competitive and 
noncompetitive grants. 

uo Jl e f h u uve a Program plan that we publish at the beginning of the 
£SL lu a s P e . c,fies the things that we are going to do. In fact, we 

C.rLn!»v 01068 J 10 ^ 8 and mont ! ls ago 88 to wnat was « oin g to 

be competitive and what was not. Those things are all in the pipe- 
line. I have made no decision basically on new grants for the last 6 
or * months. 

^Senator Mktzknbaum. All right, let us change to a different sub- 

I would like to read your brief excerpt from the transcript of 
your confirmation hearings last year. p 

h,.'5 h V„! '"" HM * N . Th «' w ««hington Poet last Sunday, April 3rd. sported that you 
Ik k. T am V™ 1 ?* w , ho "P^ared on a hit list supplied to your office by 
the National Council of Family and Juvenile Court Judges Mr. Regnerv are vou 
aware of such a list, and did you take such action? negnery, are you 

Your answer: 

Well. I have never seen that hit list. Senator I have heard about it ever since I 
came to the office, but for some reason, which as I look back on it. surprtaS ml that 
noMy ever gave ,t to me. so I do not know who is on it. 

I he ( h airman I presume that you feel that you will use the money in the best 
way p.>ss,ble. w.thout regard to any partisan politics? * 

Mr Rkcnkhv That is correct. 

Now. do you still maintain that you had no hit list of grantees 
when you took over the Office of Juvenile Justice'' 
Mr. Rkcnkry. I do. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. Did you ever develop a hit list 9 
Mr. Rkcnkry. I did not. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. Do you still stand by your testimony at 
your confirmation hearings, that you would use money in the best 
way possible, without regard to any partisan politics? 

Mr. Rkcnkry. That is right, absolutely. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. And would you cut off a {'roup just be- 
cause you considered them liberal? 

Mr. Rkcnkry. I do not think I have that power, Senator I have 
given grants to people who identified themselves as liberals, and I 
have denied grants to those who have identified themselves as con- 
servatives 

Senator Mktzknbaum. Have you ever indicated a different point 
of view. Have you ever said that if they are liberal, something of 
the kind. I would not make those grants 0 

u.-hMh 1 d( ' not . re call that I did. That is not the basis on 

which I make those decisions. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. Have you terminated, or refused to renew 
many grants'.' 

Mr Rkcnkky No I have not given new grants that have been 
requested \\ ,. have terminated, in the midst of grants, only one 
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that I can think of, which had serious financial problems and 
which the Comptroller advised us to terminate. 

Basically, I do not have the power to terminate grants, unless 
there is fraud, or abuse, or something like that. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Good. On July 13 of this year you ad- 
dressed a group in San Francisco known as the Family Forum, is 
that correct? 

Mr. Regnery. That is right. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Now, that is really Jerry Falwells group, 
is that right? 

Mr. Regnery. 1 believe he is involved, together with a lot of 
other people, in it, yes. 

Senator Metzenbaum. In that address, the following exchange 
occurred between you and the moderator. First, the moderator 
asked this question — Senator Metzenbaum turned on tape recorder: 

I would like to ask one question now that you have testified on a couple of times, 
talking about different programs that your Agency funds Nationwide. 

Specifically I am concerned about whether liberal welfare State-type people who 
would contend it is the Government's responsibility to educate and train children, 
and thin typ<» of thing, how many of those organizations were funded in the past, 
and how many of those type organizations are currently receiving funds? 

Answer: 

I do not know how many there are now. There have been an awful lot that were 
in the past My office has a budget of about $70 million a year. I have been in 
charge of it since November of 19H2, I guess, for about a year and a half, and I know 
that I counted up about months ago a number of grants that we had terminated, 
or not renewed, and it came to about $60 million. Most of those were groups that I 
did not think should have gotten the money, and I will let you guess what sort of 
groups that they were. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Metzenbaum. You told that group that you terminated, 
$()() million, and there was a lot of laughter about it, and you indi- 
cated. I guess you know what kind of groups those were. 

Mr. Regnery. Senator, those were most — in fact, there was a list 
of about $f!0 million 

Senator Metzenbaum. Wait a minute. I will ask my question in 
just a minute. 

Tell me, what were you laughing about when you were talking to 
this group about the $f>0 million terminations? 

Mr. Rkgnkry. OK. I^t me tell you what I was laughing about. I 
guess it was most of the other people who were doing most of the 
laughing. 

We had a list made up, some time ago, of the organizations, or 
the grants that is, that had been terminated, and it did in fact 
come to about $(!() million. Virtually all of those were programs 
that tended. They were programs that were designated for 2- or 3- 
year periods, and then came to an end. 

In many cases tnose grants came back and said they wanted a 
fourth year on a third year program, or they wanted a couple more 
years For the most part I have denied those requests. In fact, there 
was one of those that resulted in a lawsuit, that went to the Circuit 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, which we won unani- 
mously There have been no other suits, so I guess what we did was 
not wrong. 
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Certainly, we are trying to reflect the policies of this administra- 
tion on crime, on children, on families and things like that. Many 
of the organizations that were funded during the Carter adminis- 
tration, whose projects came to an end during my tenure, probably 
did not reflect that, and those were people that may have come 
back asking for more. 

Nevertheless, I must say that there are a number of organiza- 
tions that were funded before, which we did renew. 

Senator Metzenbaum. You told me that you did not terminate 
any groups, and then you started to explain there might have been 
one. You told Jerry Falwell that there were— I counted up, about 6 
months ago, the number of grants that we had terminated, or not 
renewed, not only not renewed, or not renewed. And it came to 
about $ti() million. Most of these were groups that I did not think 
should have gotten any money, and I will let you guess what sorts 
of groups they were. 

Now, either you were telling them a fiction when you spoke to 
the Falwell group, or you were telling us a fiction, because here 
you told them that there were $60 million that you terminated, or 
did not renew. You told us that there was only one that you could 
think of that was terminated. 

Mr. Kkgnkry. Terminated is probably the wrong word to use. 
Those were people that came in and wanted more money, which I 
did not give to them. 

Senator Mktzknhaum. Well, how many did you terminate, or not 
renew, because you did not like their political philosophy or their 
social point of view? 

Mr. Rkgnery Well, if you would include in that the ones who 
came in looking for more money, who had been grantees before, 
but who were not entitled to it, I cannot tell you how many there 
were. There were probably lots of them. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. You told Falwell $(>() million. 

Mr. Rk(;nkry. No, I told Falwell— $(>() million, the total figure of 
awr.rds that had been terminated during my tenure was $(50 mil- 
lion, and by termination, that means they might have terminated 
in their own right 

Senator Mktzknbaum. Your total annual budget is only $70 mil- 
lion, is it not? 

Mr Kkcjnkry That is right, but many of those projects were for 
more than 1 year. 

Senator Mktzknhatm Now. let me go to a different subject. 

On May of this year, three present, or former employees of 
your staff were questioned by the Justice Department, and were 
denied counsel at that time. 

Could you t cm I the committee what that was all about? 

Mr Kkisnkky Well. I am not going to comment on the investiga- 
tion, because as you know. Senator, we have a policy at the Justice 
Department that we do not talk about ongoing investigations so we 
Jo not prejudice anybody 

Second, that \> an investigation 

Senator M KT/KN ba cm, Wait You do not talk about ongoing in- 
vestigations, you may prejudice anybody' 1 
Mr Rki.nkky Kight 
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Senator Mkt/knhaum IXkw that mean that you do not discuss it 
publicly, at all? 
Mr. kegnery. That is true. 
Second 

Senator Metzenbaum. Now, you would not talk to anybody about 
it then, when there is an ongoing investigation, or is it just you 
would not want to talk to the Senate oversight committees? 

Mr. Regnerv. I certainly would not want to talk to anybody pub- 
licly about it. I would probably talk to people privately about it. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Have you discussed the issue publicly else- 
where? 

Mr. Regnery. I have been asked about it, and I probably have 
commented on it, as I will comment to you, and let me tell you how 
that is going to be. 

First of all, that is an investigation that is being carried out by 
the Office of Professional Responsibility of the Justice Department, 
which I have nothing to do with. 

Second, it was an investigation started at my request, because of 
the fact that a number of files had been taken from peoples' desks 
in my office, a number of things had been removed from filing cabi- 
nets, there was a disruption among the staff, and it was pretty ob- 
vious that things were being removed without authority. 

I simply went to the General Counsel, and I said I think we have 
a problem, and I would appreciate it if you could do something 
about it, and if you could investigate it. 

To my knowledge, I have not discussed it further than that, be- 
cause I really do not know anything about it. I have read the tran- 
scripts of the people that were investigated, and I think other than 
that. I really have had very little contact with them. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Have you refused to give the transcripts- 
has the Office of Professional Responsibility refused to give the 
transcripts of the investigation to the employees involved? 

Mr. Rkgnery. I do not know. I do not have the transcripts. I read 
the transcripts in the general counsels office. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. Now, let me understand it correctly. You 
just gave us a statement. You discussed that subject with no one, 
other tha you just told us now, or have you talked about the 
subject in w j same manner at other places? 

Mr. Rkonkky. I have been asked about it a couple of times. 
Whether I us. d different words, I do not exactly recall what I said 
I guess I triii. to— since I do not really know anything about the 
investigation, as such 

Senator Mktzknbaim. Did you talk to the Falwell group about 

it? 

Mr Rkcnkky Yes, I think I did have a question from the group 
in the Kalwell meeting. 

Senator Mkt/knbai'm. And you spoke to them at some length 
about it. although originally you indicated to me a couple of min- 
utes ago that you did not feel that you were in a position to discuss 
it 

you well know, we have ;i tape of your discussion with the 
Kalwell group, and we question how you found it appropriate to 
disru>- the subject with the Kalwell group, and n< * with this over- 
sight ommuttee 
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Mr Rkcsnkkv Well, again, I guess I discussed the fact that we 
had a problem in our office ongoing, which I had turned over to the 
investigators. 

Senator Metzenbaum. But you have already said publicly, to the 
Falwell group, it is a thievery question. 

Mr. Rkgnkry. That is just what I told you, did I not? 

Senator Mkt/knbaum. No, you did not use that word. You did 
not say that they were stealing Government documents, as you told 
the Falwell group. 

Mr. Rkonkry. The Government documents were removed, or 
stolen, I guess. Six of one, and a half a dozen of the other. 

Senator Mktzenbaum. And you also said— well, let me share 
what you did say. Maybe you have forgotten 

[Senator Metzenbaum turned on tape recorder:] 

The other <|iiifition you anketi about prosecution, the Justice Department has 
begun invest nation of people in my office for illegal taking of Government files and 
Kivin* them away It is not so much a leak question as it has been made out to be 
as it is a thievery question, stealing documents, and also disruption of Government 
files, and we have quite a problem there in my office. It is all stuff that has been 
taken under the h reerfom of Information Act, but which for some reason various 
people rhiiiiicht they would help themselves, which has made it difficult for us to 
function, ant so we have - the Justice Department has an office which looks into 
that sort of thin*, and th y have done some investigating to find out who is respon- 
sible I hat investigation \> still ongoing. Nobody has been prosecuted. 

In fact. I think everybody was given immunity from prosecution when they were 
asked the question So it is nut as serious as Jack Anderson or whoever wrote about 
it. went on 

(End of tape recording.) 

Senator Mktzknhaum. Mr. Regnery, I have trouble understand- 
ing how you can get into a discussion with the group in San Fran- 
cisco. but reluctant to discuss it with this committee, and so I 
intend to ask you some questions about it, and I expect I will get 
some answers from you. 

What does it mean— what did you mean when you said disrup- 
tion of Government files? 

Mr. Rkcjnkky. It means that there were files that had things re- 
moved from them— grant files—and when people came to work, 
they found things missing. Things had been put back in the files in 
disarray and things of that nature. 

Senator Mktzknhai m Are there actually documents missing 
I rmn your Department? 

Mr Kkc;nkky. Yes, there are 

Senator Mktzknhai m. What are they? 

Mr Kkon'Kky. I do not know. 

Senator Mktzknkalm. Who does know? 

Mr Wont ton. do you know? 

Mr Wootton No, >w\ I do not I do know of one file in particu- 
lar that uas mi>sing I do know that sections of files were missing, 
because all this information was turned over to the Office of Pro' 
ie^ional Rfs|M)iiMhj| jt v 

Senator Mkt/knhai m What file was missing*.' 

Mr KKi.Ntm I'epperdine I f nivei>ity. I belie ve 

Mr WodPios I am not really certain 

Senator Mmy.KNHAI M 'The whole file' 1 
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Mr. Wootton Well, the one file that I know about— when it 
came back, I found that it had been disrupted, and I gave this in- 
formation to the General Counsel, who handled this, because we 
are not involved in it. I think it involved the National Center on 
Missing Children. I think that is the file. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Did you, Mr. Wootton, or did you, Mr. 
Kegnery, institute or ask for the investigation? 

Mr. Regnery. Yes, I did. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Now, the question that really concerns 
many of us on this particular issue is whether it was a leak investi- 
gation, and if it was not a leak investigation, then I would ask you 
to tell me why tne people involved were asked about contacts with 
members of the media. 

Mr. Regnery. The Office of Professional Responsibility carried 
out the investigation. I believe they talked to a number of different 
people, to try to find out what was going on. I did not even discuss 
it with them after I turned it over to them, and I guess you would 
have to ask them as to why they asked any particular question. 

Senator Mktzenbaum. Were any of your Departments rec »ids 
dusted for fingerprints? 

Mr. Regnkry. Yes, I believe one was. 

Senator Mktzenbaum. Which one? 

Mr. Rkonkky. I have no idea. 

Mr. Wootton. I think that was the Missing Children's Center file 
that I turned over. 

Senator Mktzenbaum. Do you have the Pepperdine file now? 

Mr. W(X)Tton. I assume so. Do we have it? 

Mr. Johnson. We do not have it here. 

Mr. Wootton. As far as we know, we know where it is. 

Mr. Rkonkky. I think there was one file that was missing which 
we were able to reconstruct and replace all the documents that 
were taken. 

Senator Mkt/knhaum. Now, the documents you refer to, did they 
mainly concern the grants from American University and Pepper- 
dine University -no, you are talking about the missing Children's 
file and Pepperdine. Are they two documents that you are talking 

about? 

Mr Wootton. That was the one that I was involved with, Sena- 
tor 

Mr Kkcnkky. Those were two of them. There may have been 
others, too. I do not know. 

Senator Mkt/knbai\m. Are you familiar with a man named 
Robert Cushman from California? 

Mr Rkonkky. Yes 

Senator Mktzknhai'M. Tell me who he is. and what you know 
about him 

Mr Rkonkky. He was the head of an organization called the 
Ameriean Just ire Institute in Sacramento. I do not believe he has 
that job anymore, and I am not sure what he is doing. 

Senator Mktzknhai'M Are you aware that he was questioned by 
the FBI about a phone conversation you had with one of these 
three employees? 

Mr Rkonkky Ye*; I understand that he was questioned. 
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Senator Mkt/knmaum. Can you toll the committee what a cross 
continental phone conversation from a private home here in Vir- 
ginia to an office in California would have to do with so-called 
stolen documents? 

Mr. Rbcsnkry. No, you would have to ask the Office of Profession- 
al Responsibility. I have no idea. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. Did you give the Office of Professional Re- 
sponsibility Mr. Cushman's name? 

Mr. Kkunkky. No. I believe they got it from another employee in 
my office who they questioned in the course of their investigation. 

Senator Mktzenbaum. Whom did they get it from? 

Mr. Regnery. I do not know. 

Senator Metzenbaum. How do you know that they got it from 
another employee in your office? What is the source of your infor- 
mation? 

Mr. Reonkry. The General Counsel. 
Senator Metzenbaum, The General Counsel to whom? 
Mr. Regnery. To the Office of Justice Assistance, Research, and 
Statistics. 

Senator Mkt/knbaum, The Office of Justice and Research? 
Mr. Rkgnkry. OJARS, which provides us with General Counsels 
Office service. 

Senator Mkt/knbaum. That is part of the Department of Justice? 
Mr. Rkcnkry. Yes. 

Senator Mety.knbaum. In your San Francisco appearance, you 
said the employees were given immunity from prosecution. That is 
the Fa! well group. 

Could you tell me when they were given immunity, and how, be- 
cause my information is totally to the contrary? 

Mr. Rk(;nkry. I believe they were given it by the Office of Profes- 
sional Responsibility. How, I do not recall. It may be in the tran- 
scripts I guess that is where I probably saw reference to it. 

Senator Mkt/knbaum. The employees themselves say they were 
not And I might say, in this connection, that I had urged upon my 
respected chairman that these three employees be brought in 
before the hearing. The employees were very willing to come in. 
They did not have to be subpoenaed, but the chairman exercised, in 
his prerogative, which I respect, saw fit not to include them. 

I still would say. Mr. Chairman, that I would hope if we bring 
kick Mr Nic holson, that in the interim period, you might reconsid- 
er and set' lit to bring them. I think it would be helpful to this com- 
mittee's deliberations concerning these three employees, who as I 
*ee it, have been called before the attorneys of the Department of 
.Iu> ; ee. without being afforded counsel, who made telephone calls 
uhu-h reported, concerning information on this subject, spoke to no 
one rUe about it, and then found that that information was in the 
hand- of t fie FBI I cannot understand the circumstances as to how 
it u<Jt t here 

I think it would mean much to this hearing, and to this entire 
inquir-v. but I do no! ui^fi to question or challenge your responsibil- 
ity because in the last anuUsis \<m are the chairman. 
^ S-nator Spkcthk Well. now. ior someone who does not mean to 
< hal|.'n:;e. \<»u |ii>t have And I shall be glad to respond at this 
moment, a^ I h.i\e to pnvateh 
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I considered the rnattter thoroughly and declined to have those 
witnesses at this hearing because it is not a matter for oversight by 
this subcommittee. The issues which you raised go to the Depart- * 
ment of Justice, Office of Professional Responsibility, and whether 
or not the Department of Justice, Office of Professional Responsi- 
bility, acted properly or not. 

There may be good reason to question the propriety of action by 
the Department of Justice, Office of Professional Responsibility, 
but that does not bear on the way that the Office of Juvenile Jus- 
tice and Delinquency Prevention has comported itself. 

I believe that oversight is important, and I believe that with 
some experience on interrogation and cross examination, that my 
own questions on this subject were thorough and expansive and got 
to the point. And when you have raised this subject today with Mr. 
Regnery, I chose not to say anything, except to inquire as to how 
long you would take on the matter, although I do not believe that 
it is an appropriate matter for inquiry at this time. I do not believe 
that it is appropriate for inquiry because it does not bear on the 
way that Al Regnery, or this Department, has run itself. This bears 
on the way that the Office of Professional Responsibility has run 
its Department, and this subcommittee does not have jurisdiction 
or authority over that Department. 

I said to you privately when you raised the subject that I have 
inquired about the Office of Professional Responsibility in a hear- 
ing involving Michael O'Rourke, which was conducted in this room 
on Monday afternoon, and have had a very significant disagree- 
ment with the Office of Professional Responsibility, and it may 
well be that we ought to have a thorough oversight inquiry, and I 
might say to you that if I had the power to do so, I would. 

Senator Mktzenbaum. I respect the chairman. The chairman is 
always fair, the chairman is always thorough, and the chairman 
has conducted an excellent line of inquiry today. 

I think the fact that Mr. Regnery saw fit to discuss this subject 
publicly with Jerry FalwelTs crowd does open the door, it becomes 
a Pandora's box. But I must say further to you that I believe that 
an oversight committee not only has the right to inquire into the 
actions of the particular agency involved, but as in this instance, 
those who are legal counsel, representing the Agency, as the Office 
of Professional Responsibility is doing, in a sense, although not di- 
rectly 

Senator Spkctkk. Well. I disagree with you. They are not repre- 
senting this Agency at all. The Office of Professional Responsibility 
has duties to make investigations within the Department of Jus- 
tice, and they make investigations. And they are subject to over- 
sight by the Committee on the Judiciary, but they are not involved 
with the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 
and when - - 

Senator M ktzkn ha t: m . Mr. Chairman. I hope we are on your 
time 

Senator Siwtkk I am here until 1UX7, so I have got a lot of time. 
And you are here until so you have even more time, at least 

tor the moment, than 1 do. 

But I do not believe that Mr. Regnery opened the door, not that 
we are in a judicial proceeding for opening the door. Mr. Regnery 
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testified iluii hi- has not iIim-iivmhJ the matter beyond characteriza- 
tion u| people taking hies, or having files missing, and when you 
played the tape, I listened carefully, and he said just about the 
same thing then. 

Hut whatever Mr. Regnery may say here or in California, he is 
not going to define the scope of these proceedings. 

Senator Mktzknhacvi Mr Chairman 

Senator Spkctkk. I will, unless the subcommittee overrules me 
Senator Mktzknhaim. I see no useful purpose in belaboring the 
point. Y ou have ruled as you did. and I respect your right to make 
that ruling, and I do not question your motivation nor your integri- 
ty m doing so. and having said that, let me go back to the inquiry 
All right. 

Senator Spwtkr. Um me just add one more thought. 

It is 'he responsibility of this subcommittee to have oversight 
hearing*, and we have, from time to time, and one was due. But it 
was Senator Metz.enbaum who requested this oversight hearing 
and immediately when he said to me. Arlen. it is time we had an 
oversight hearing. I said. Howard, you are right, and I set it up 
yen, promptly, then I delineated in terms of appropriate oversight 
hearings " 

Senator Mktzknhai\m. I am prepared to take an oath that you 
are a good chairman, and a fair chairman, and that you do a good 
job as chairman ol this subcommittee. 

Senator SrMTKK Well, now I understand whv vou did not mean 
to challenge me 

Senator .Mktzknbaim Having said that. Mr. Chairman. I would 
ike. if you would be good enough to call up Judith Reisman. Dr. 
lie rend/en 

Senator SeKOKK No more time for redirect? 

I will honor Senator Met/enbaurn's request again, this one. 

\\ill the next panel please come forward'.' 

S.-nat<«r Mktzknhai m Mr Regnery. I think vou might stav 

Mr l\K< i.NKKY Stay at tnc table, or stav at the hearing'' ' 

.^•nator Mktzknhai m No. .stay at the table, because I may have 
-uioi- question- We have plenty of chairs 

Senator Spk.( tkh I think that is a good idea. Some of these mat- 
ter- max overlap So it would be easier lor vou to comment if vou 
a.i\ .it the table 

•s.-n..t..i Mh/imim m It .tall would he good enough t.. see that 
'- •«" «bair tfiere. I would appreciate it. mi that Pam 

>wain n.a\ .I'-., r.iine tu tfie table 
1 t hank \nu 

>••". i«..r M-H in; I ! .. >td)ci.mmittee i> now calling !>r .Judith S 
'>''•■ "• '•' ""' \nu-iuaii I'niversitv. Sehool ol Kdueation. Dr Rich 
1 M' M M.I/. f: pie^ident. the Afnerii an I'niversitv. Dr Frank 
1 <> 11 ' h.- ( .il.v..- ..t Art- .u:d Soen.es 

^ " — !':" ♦ ••! \"U |U-t alinmimed. ple:i>e M.tlld and r.ll.M' >our 
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Senator Mkt/knhaum. Dr. Rewman 

Senator Specter. Excuse me. Dr. Reisman will make an opening 
statement, and then I will ask questions, and then we will come to 
you. 

Dr Reisman, we will turn to you first. We have your statement. 
It will be made a part of the record in full, and it is our practice to 
request that statements be summarized so that we leave the maxi- 
mum amount of time for questions and answers, if you could do 
that conveniently. 

TKSTIMONY OF A PANEL CONSISTING OF JUDITH S. REISMAN, 
PH.D., THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY, SCHOOL OF EDUCATION, 
WASHINGTON, DC: DR. RICHARD EARL BERENDZEN, PRESI- 
DENT, THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY, WASHINGTON, DC; AND OR. 
FRANK TURAJ. DEAN OF THE COLLEGE OF ARTS AND SCI- 
ENCES. THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY, WASHINGTON, DC 

Dr Rkisman. I understand I have approximately 5 minutes. 
Senator Swktkr. Yes. 

Dr Rkisman I will take precisely that. Perhaps a second over. 
Senator Specter. Well, that would be fine. You are not tied to 

that prec ise time, but to the ertent that you can be in that range, 

it would be helpful. 
Dr Rkisman Fine, thank you very much. 

I will essentially summarize the written testimony that is now in 
your hands. 

Mr. Chairman. I am here today in response to your request to 
discuss the subject of my research for the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention. I thank you for this opportunity to 
explain why this investigation of mainstream erotica/pornography 
is important 

Senator Mktzknrai'm. Ms. Reisman, would you bring the mike a 
little closer to you? It is difficult to hear you. 

Dr Rkisman Certainly. Should I repeat, or did you hear that 
enough 0 

Senator Mktzknhai.m. No. 

Dr Rkisman The background to this award is discussed fully in 
the testimony, and tor your careful review. I will now discuss the 
project Itselt 

My proposal, m 1HM - 1!M, excuse me, was for a major multidis- 
ciplinary research project on pornography, sexual exploitation and 
abusr. and juvenile delinquency. A cooperative agreement with 
O.MDP and the American University was awarded in December of 
and the contract was signed by the university in P.W4. I am 
pleased to be the first woman to receive a major grant for the in- 
\ litigation of mainstream erotica /pornography. 

Ha\ing established our office and hired staff, by early May. we 
.in- now into phase I of our project We have been gathering main- 
-a ream i-nitica pornographv. focusing on three magazines with the 
iarv.e^t mass circulation. Playboy. Penthouse, and Hustler. Playboy 
.in<i HiiMl.-r rated among the top Ui revenues in P.l.vJ. 
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It slims important lhai present in the content of all three maga- 
zines is a doctimenfnble evolution of children portrayed as viable 
sex targets. 

It is my premise that the pattern of media child sex exploitation 
began slowly. First, the least threatening but very effective 
medium of cartoon art. That is, the cartoon scenario was the 
common setting in erotica/pornography within which the breaking 
of sexual taboos first appears. Thus, we have begun our research 
with an analysis of cartoons in each of the three magazines, to be 
followed by other content analyses. 

I have a sample of these with me, and I would be more than 
happy to show them to you. 

Another hypothesis being tested is that these children are por- 
trayed as increasingly sexualized, and that child sex cartoons 
become more sexually explicit and more violent over time. 

Phase I of the research has involved the development and imple- 
mentation of a coding instrument to codify the pictorial representa- 
tions m Playboy. Penthouse, and Hustler. We are counting the fre- 
quency of the presence of children as they are depicted in sexua- 
lized settings, or in other scenarios which would be considered 
criminal activity either to or by juveniles were they to occur in 
real life. 

We are codifying the type of scene, age, sex, and race of child or 
children, how the child is physically depicted, and whether the 
child is sexualized or involved in a violent act. The presence of chil- 
dren in neutral and premortal scenes is also being counted We are 
now computerizing our preliminary data and processing some pre- 
liminary results. K 

Other phase I research either planned or in progress is described 
in the testimony. Since I know that you will be having some ques- 
tions. [ will just proceed on then. 

Recent pornography research revealed that exposure to aggres- 
sive pornography can affect peoples" sexual attitudes, behavior, and 
perhaps nonsexual behavior, as well. The resulting effects can in- 
clude desensiti/ation toward women and rape victims, and a reduc- 
tion in the inhibitions against the sexual assault of women. 

One and one-half pages of brief literature review follows for vour 
perusal 

l..t me not,, one particularly pertinent assessment by someone 
7 l ",! l!h flr.ady been discussed here, that is Dr. Ann Burgess of 
Hie l rmetstty of Pennsylvania, one of the foremost researchers in 
r.ifH. ana violence to women, and sexual assault of children in the 
I nited Mates t >f America. 

Dr Hurt;.— testified that children are being coerced and induced 
"•<-> p'.in.u.r.q.hv and prostitution through the aid of mainstream 
••!-t:.'.i porn.oapln. including. Senators. Plavbov. Penthouse, and 
ifw-ai,-.. vvhich provide legitimizing models for child rens' imitation 

Wuh the exception of Dr Ann Burgess, the prior research has 
. mm. • •Mtt.,t.-.i e^,.ntialK on erotic or pornographic depictions of 
WMim-ii. ••-(>« ilk viol-m depiction-,, and these ..fleets on adult 

III.IHS 

Ki-.o, 'I:. -tandpMini ,,t the task nf UJ.JDP. there is a growing 
n<-<l> ;.-.!. .rn..ifi..n in-m child welfare workers which strongly sug- 
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gest* that rhilcl .sexual abuse victims all too frequently become ju- 
venile delinquents and/or adult victimizes, including murderers. 

We need to study the possible role played by pornography, main- 
stream pornography, in influencing adults to perceive of children 
.is viable sex targets for incest and other forms of sexual harass- 
ment and assault. I have with me a demonstration. 

We are concerned with juveniles themselves, as they are increas- 
ingly exposed to the same material in stores, movie houses, their 
homes, and the homes of friends and relatives. 

While much recent research analyzed overt aggression in pornog- 
raphy, this project is also concerned with depictions which are by 
no means overtly violent. Child prostitution and loving incest fall 
into this category. 

I believe that society should be made aware of the content of pop- 
ular pornography since the material constitutes widespread info**- 
mal sex education. I believe the information compiled and assessed 
on our project will be useful to many agencies concerned with 
victim and offender juvenile behavior. 

Our research, Senators, will distill the material into dispassion- 
ate and concrete components of information, into charts, graphs, 
statistical tables and explanatory narrative. Such accessible compo- 
nents of information will provide an analytical forum in which 
large numbers of concerned persons and policymakers may assess, 
may critique, may debate erotica/pornography without requiring 
their significant exposure to the primary sources. 

In this manner, this research will establish a body of knowledge, 
accessible to agencies, to educators, to parents and to juveniles 
themselves, knowledge potentially usable in sex education as well 
a.s other formal and informal bodies of juvenile guidance. 

Having developed an objective summary of erotica or pornogra- 
phy content, this data can then be used by OJJDP to provide alter- 
native coping strategies to the public and professionals for dialog 
vuth juveniles. 

Then* is an urgent need to examine popularly consumed erotica 
or pornography tor many kinds of depictions, especially those of 
M'xually victimized children The depictions are there. Precisely 
flow many, and what types of situations are not yet known. Such a 
quantification and evaluation is part of the task to which our 
projtvt i> dedicated. 

Tli. ink vim 

,The prepared statement of I)r Keisman follows:] 
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I'hki'ahkh Statkmknt ok Juoith S. Rkisman 
Mr. Chairman, 1 am here today In response to your request to 
discuss the subject of my research for the Off Ice of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 1 thank you for this 
opportunity to explain why thl, Investigation of mainstream 
erotica/pornography Is important. 

First, however, 1 would 1 1ke to present a brief history of 
the events which preceded the awarding cf thl, cooperative 
agreement from the Office of the Juvenile Justice and De.lnquency 
Prevention. 

Background tn | he fii-anf 

On Hay 24. 1983. 1 was contacted by Mr. James Wootton. now 
Deputy Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (OJJOP) . Mr. Wootton explained that 
senior staff members of the OJJOP had heard a radio Interview In 
which l discussed my research findings on Dr. Alfred Kinsey's 
ch. id sexual Ity data. Wootton requested a meeting during which 
we could discuss my study. Shortly after our conversation. I met 
with Mr. A'fred Regnery. Chief Administrator for OJJOP. Mr. 
wootton and Mr. Robert 0. Heck. OJJOP Program Special 1st. ' The 
dialogs on m y research led to a series of meetln-s and 
discussions wit n Senator Jeremiah Denton's staff and Llncia 
Narcissi an of Senator Grass ley's staff who were working on the 
child pornography legislation, the OJJOP staff. Or. Ann Bur^ss. 
t^n at Boston City Hospital . and numerous police wd FBI 
investigator wh0 specialise In the area of child sexual abuse. 
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Part of these meeting* and discussions Involved the review 
of my work on Dr. Klnsey and contrary child sexuality theory 
as well as two chapters of a book manuscript I had written 
analyzing the growing sexual I zat I on of children In the mass 
media. Other areas relating to my past research In pornography 
and child abuse were also discussed. 

Subsequent to these discussion,. J was Invited by OJJDP to 
submit a research proposal extending my past work. t draped a 
grant proposal which was critiqued and revised In consultation 
with The American University and OJJDP. A proposed budget was 
also completed with their assistance. 

My proposal was for a major, multl-dlsclpllnary research 
project on pornography, sexual exploitation and abuse, and 
juvenlje del Inquency. A cooperative agreement with OJJDP and The 
American University was awarded In December 1983 and the 
contract signed by University officials In February 1984. I am 
pleased to be the first woman to receive a major grant for the 
Investigation of mainstream erot I ^/pornography. We are now well 
Into Phase 1 of this project. 

Qupryigw o* R esearch Protect 

Having established our office and hired staff, we have been 

gating a collection of malnftream erotica/pornography, 
focusing on the three magazines with the largest circulation: 
PL^D-Iy. Pentnouse. and OolltC EaJJ*. * market research 
pub. .cat ,on. reports that Ei^boy and Penthouse rated among the 

........ ,.-,.,«• i-vemu- in 1 • ' -S J . Hu thorn- ro, 

. . ■ ! T ::<■ . .I. 1 ' U i \ H It U't , -UiJ IVll 
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entered the cable TV market, and Penthousg is now producing home 
video cassettes. Moreover, Washington Post claimed on May 12, 
1984* tl*t oornography was a $7 bill lon-a-year Industry. 

The combination of wldescale circulation of 
erotica/pornography (EP) and the content delivery Is wt>at led me 
to examine the process of desensltlzatinn suggested by this 
material, i was motivated to conduct this particular research due 
to my spec 1 a I concern for the poss 1 b 1 e Impact of 
erotica/pornography on society's view of children. Present In 
Its content Is a documentable evolution of children portrayed as 
viable jex targets. 

It Is my premise that the pattern of exploitation began 
slowly, first through the least threatening but very effective 
medium of cartoon art. That is, the cartoon scenario Is the 
common setting In erotica/pornography within which the breaking 
of sexual taboos first appears. Thus, we have begun our research 
with an analysis of cartoons In each of the three magazines as 
mentioned, to be followed by analyses of the articles, fiction, 
letters to the editor and photographs identifying each t;aboo 
theme first depicted in cartoons. 

We are using an Integrated approach whereby each analysis 
build* on th* cut a collected In the Preceding analysis. Another 
hypothesis being tested Is that these children are portrayed as 
increasingly sexuaHzed. and that child sex cartoons become more 
sexually explicit and violent Over time. 
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Overview of Pha se 1 

Phase I of the research has Involved the development and 
Implementation or a coding Instrument to codify the plcto r ial 
representations of children In Playboy . Penthouse , and Hustler . 
We are counting the frequency of the presence of children as they 
are depicted In sexual Jzed settings, or in other scenarios which 
would be considered criminal activity either to or by Juveniles 
were they to occur In re? 1 life. 

We are codifying the type of scene* age. sex and race of 
child or children, how the child is physically depicted, and 
whether, the child is sexual Ized or Involved in a violent act. 
The presence of children in neutral and pro-social scenes is also 
being counted. We are now computerizing our data and processing 
the preliminary results. 

Other Phase 1 research either planned or in progress 
inc ludes; 

# Measurement of tht reading levels of different text 
features In Plavbov . Penthquse . and Hust ler . The 
purpose Is to ascertain whether or not various texts 
such as letters, advice, and pictorial text are more 
cognitively accessible to young readers than the 
~ - ! t f r 3 c z^~'S ! r. c-t ' r 1 and int2-v ( ?'*s. 

* Analysis of pictures for techniques that alter women 
to appear to resemble juveniles, such as photomontage, 
wMcn airorusn or graft adult bod/ parts onto juvenil-3 
bodies. 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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Examination of the market research data for the 
composition of the Plavbov. Pentho use- and Hustler 
readerships. For Instance, we know that In 1975 more 
than 12 million American children resided In homes 
where at least one adult was an In-home reader of 
mainstream erotica/pornography. 

Review of Relevant Research , 

Most of the research asserting that pornography Is harmless 
was produced prior to the mld-1970's. Nonetheless, these early 
research efforts continue to be cited as contemporary Infor- 
mation. In 1979 JJmfi magazine reported that sociologist, Marvin 
Wolfgang, one of the authors of The Rgpprt of the Commission of 
QbsegnltY Pornography (1970). seemed to have changed his mind 
regarding at least some aspects of pornography, noting, "the 
weight of the evidence (now) suggests that the portrayal of 
violence tends to encourage the use of physical aggression among 
peopie who are exposed to It." ("Women's War on Porn," Time . 
August 27, 1979) Studies conducted during the past decade are 
finding that pc.nography can be harmful. 

The more recent i "search Is finding that "xposure to 
asgressive pornography can affect people's sexual attitudes, 
the'r se.^.jl behavior, and perhaps their non-sexual behavior as 
well. Tr.e --suiting effect Includes a generalized desenslt Izatlon 
tcard'. «■ w anc rape victims, and a reduction In Inhibitions 
a-).i.n«-,* t^-»- -,.'«u.)> assault of women. 



ERIC 



74 

re are a few brief findings from the recent research: 

A lessened sensitivity to rape and rape victims is 

found among those exposed to expl icit f I Imed rape 
I 

scenes. 

Hale subjects exposed to violent pornography are more 

Inclined to see themselves committing a rape and to 

2 

accept the notion that women want to be raped. 

Male subjects with the highest levels of exposure to 

pornography are also more likely to recommend very 

3 

light sentences for rcpc. 

When such media portrayals are massively consumed, they 
undercut the credibility of actual rape victims' 

4 

test Imony. 

In a laboratory setting, filmed depictions of women as 

responsive sexual victims Increase stated male 

proclivity towards sexual aggression against women* 

Even normal males experience Increased arousal when 

exposed to Images of rape* especially when the victim 

6 

expresses pleasure, a common theme in pornography. . 
Exposure to violent pornography can lead male audiences 

to the belief that rape would be a sexually arousing 

* 7 

#»*n*»r i pnce . 

Cross cultural research on the effects of pornography 

suggests that as the amount of pornography increases in 

h nation, there Is a corresponding increase in the 
8 

* rv„ idence of rape. 
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In those Hate* with a) a high level of violence In 

general, b) either women's struggle for equal rights or 

their complete repression, and c) a high readership of 

erotica/pornography, statistics Indicate a high 

9 

Incidence of rape, assault and homicide. 

Children are being coerced and Induced Into pornography 

and pros 1 1 tut I on through the a I d of ma I nst ream 

erotica/pornography, which provide legitimizing models 
10 

for Imitation* 

Ten percent of the women In a San Francisco survey 

reported being asked to Imitate assaultive or repugnant 

acts following their partners' viewing of 
II 

pornography. 

In a laboratory setting, male evaluation of their 
mate's attractiveness was found to Increase with pre- 
exposure to unattractive female Images and to decrease 
after viewing popular erotica/pornography centerfold 
f ema) es . 

with the exception of Burgess' review of case studies, the 
a^ove work has concentrated on pornographic depictions of women, 

KiMy v.ni^t n*o c t i ons . *n* th*ir efferM on adult male* 
*, research a\ffer*> from these others In several significant 
respects. I would like to point out the differences and explain 
wS 1 t>*iiw "V resea-cr-. is important for the well-being of 
Ji;ve* ■ u>s d'i'j society. 
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The Project's _! WwAWSJi 

From the standpoint of the task of OJJDP, it is of 
importance that there is a growing body of information from child 
welfare workers which strongly suggests that victims of *hild 
sexual abuse all too frequently become Juvenile delinquents and 
adult victimizes. We need to study the possible role played by 
mainstream erotica/pornography in Influencing adults to perceive 
of children as viable targets for Incest and other forms of 
sexual harassment and assault. The research is also concerned 
with Juveniles as they are increasingly exposed to the same 
mainstream erotica/pornography in stores, movie houses, and In 
their own homes as well as the homes of friends and relatives. 

Whi le most research has analyzed the effects of overt 
aggression in pornography, this project is also concerned with 
depictions which are not overtly violent. Depictions of child 
prostitution and loving incest fall Into this category. 

I believe that society should be made aware of the content 
of popular erotica/pornography because these materials constitute 
a widespread public source of Informal sex education. I believe 
that tre information complied and assessed in this project will 
be sefu' to the many agencies concerned with juvenile behavior, 
tJ «, r,. vir»»ms anrl offenders. 

C,' re*,earc* will distill erotica/pornography Into 
c'^ass: :.'-«ite ar.d concrete components of information: charts, 
yf s^.itist ical tables and explanatory narrative. Such 

* -e<s«: " cw^e'-ts of Information would provide an analytical 
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forum in which large numbers of concerned persons and policy 
makers may assess, critique, and debate erotica/pornography 
content without requiring significant exposure to the primary 
sources. 

In this manner this research wl 1 1 establish a body of 
knowledge. accessible to agencies, educators, and parents. 
Potentially useful In sex education courses as well as other 
formal and Informal bodies of Juvenile guidance. Having 
developed an objective summary of erotica/pornography content, 
this dota can be used by OJJOP to provide alternate coping 
strategies to the publ lc and professionals for dialogue with 
Juven lies. 

At present, twenty-three national agencies are engaged In 

the collection of data on children as victims and offenders. 
However, as noted at a recent conference sponsored by Child 
Trends Inc., the data on this topic Is so fragmented and 
Incomplete that It Is of limited use to policy makers. I plan to 
make my findings available to both public and private agencies In 
a form usable for objective debate. A continued Interchange of 
i'.:ejs ana \nf 0 rmat ion wl i 1 be sought. 

There is an urgent need to examine popularly consumed 
* '■"'Wfif/'y for m^., kinds of der'c*. . especially 
.■* se-.jMy v.ctirr.i^ed children. The depictions are there. 
P-ec^o', n 0w mar-.,- a^-.a in ». 1d t types of situations are not yet 
'■" ' '^-» -t" 'cat Ion ana evaluation is part of the task 
«•.' ►< r- coje-.t 's dedicated. 
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Senator Swtkk !)r Keisman. have you form' to any preliminary 
conclusions, as to this moment, on that subject? 

Dr Kkis.man We certainly ha'e. sir. there appear to he some 
things 

Senator Si-n tkk Well. I am very much interested in th" sub- 
stantive matters which you have described that are beyond the 
scope of this hearing, bat I think they are very important ' 

VVe had a hearing, this subc annnttee did.'on child molestation, 
and 1 made a comment, a speculation, a hunch, that the porno- 
graphic picture might h ,ve a causal connection. 3 remember very 
well handling prosecution ... V.m. 2f, years ago. and the literature 
was unbelievable in its dii.-rence then and now. When I was dis- 
tort attorns W( . ,H „„, „..„. the kinds of child molestation cases 
hat are present today, and . may he that the people did not come 
• award hut have a strong leeli i« that although there were many 
thing, that the district attorney could not prove that went on in 
\ h.ladelph.a. our off.ce knew a great deal about what was going 
'•" 'hai the issue of molestation is very different today than it 
was igo when I was a prosecutor. 

In searching tor all of the possible causes of molestation. I have a 
strong iristmet that pornography may well provide the can*"*' ik 
it i- . lop,, which certainly ought "to he explored. So I .. ,ery 
much interested in what you are doing 

Mm lei me mme to a couple of questions which the commiuee is 
interest, •,! in irom a point of view, a procedurd ooint of view with- 
out raising any is.sue as to the quality of th< ork that vou have 
•tone, and the <jue>rion as to competition. A-e there others in the 

ruled Mate> o| America who are as eorr.peu n» as vou. who might 
have been railed upon to hid competitively for (his kind of a study'' 

1 1:. it mav I,, an unfair question to ask a ladv. but— 

D( Khsm vs 1,, i.-n-i . n is „„t at all unfair. Senator. It is unite on 
i.iit'ti 

vii.itm Si-Hini Kuie v\ hat is the arv vver'' 

I Hh-m \s The answ.-r to that. Senator, would he that if I did 

• wa-. m, jested here earlier, a-d if in fact mv theories and mv 

r. h. whi. h I have worked on lor the past In years, had been 
lurried ..vet O.J.JDI' and put out lor competitive hid. then 
' """ ""■ 1,1 people nut there who could come back with 

"" ' ■•»••■' U'r'-'i-tl h.ised upon mv theories 

II >e !: ..?..f.. .fu-or.es .,„,! id,. ;i s are a scholars stock in 
I 1 ''• x ' : ' 1 ; "' t-.e 1 1 1 nut, .,\er the hodv of knowledge that I have 
I.**. .•,-•;»••! : ' ; a-l \i> -.ear's iu individuals who are studying in 

• • i .vf,., -i,e,„>,.|\,.. did not prop,,.,, the material, based upon 

' ' ' '»■•■•• ' '-I H"» »h. ughl o| the ideas, would fiave be-n 

" ' ''' • : " 'ha: then Senator, there is no one in the 
•:<'«■ ' •'' !"dav that touches ,. V eri vaguelv upon the 

•• ' •' •■•« '• ■•».»■• I he.e address,.,) \„ ,„„. .\nd | rhallerige 

' -: I *• e' ..:«• fiol I hope I he, e u ill he. In the 



•»»■ ■'<■ \- •i •<• •■• !).. lo •! d : --l|e. v.hat w.e. the 

• whi. h was .;;.•!,.. !,,,,,.;, \ ■ K t fie Ofhce 

" : '-' ! ' '■■•'■liuue.'i. v f'fe\, -r.f it.fi i., nhor.it.. t heir 



SP 

I)r Kki.sman I! I iii;iv answer ihat. Senator, Mr. Heck mentioned 
that Dr Hurtles* v^a.s rutitarterl with my grant proposal. Dr. Hur- 
tfess told me, after we - I came on board, that she had reviewed my 
grant proposal. I did not know that prior. And if you will permit 
me. if it is acceptable in this forum, I would like to read a state- 
ment by Dr Burgess, in a letter that was sent, regarding my re- 
searvh. since my credibility, based upon th • APA article and vari- 
ous other comments, has been called into question, and since that 
i> n very serious challenge 

Senator Spki tkk. You may read it. 

Dr Kkisman Thank you, sir. 

"Dear Judith." —I will not read the whole thing, but I will give it 
iti >ou, you know, tor copying. This was to acknowledge my contri- 
bution, my scholarly contribution, "Mass Media Sex/ Violence and 
Women and Children's Civil Rights: An Kye Toward the Future" 
lor the reference volume "Rape and Sexual Assault: A Research 
Hand" nik" to be published by Garland in winter 1SI84: 

^.Hif ft-% >>t rhe literature is co nprehensive and will t>e of great assistance to 
n -i ir. hi t . i.i. { !j.»lafs interested in the siihjert an«a I believe we are fortunate to 
* . -Mi ■ h.if.Ji r -in. •■ rh»- In t*rai ur e eontinues to remain siU«nt on this topic 

I will slip down to where she discuss*, having heard me, and so 
on and mi mi and so on 
( 'oiirhiMtiri 

HmOi s . . t i r |im ii iiw.nih .1 n*1 i I'Mi'iil plan** Ait- making ii major t*ont ribution to 
On Ih'mI • «! • •■■itieuii: ihurii .uiri rdiu",it ion Your rotuvpt uali/at mtl *»! the pathways 
!<■ uinw: r 1 1 » •< 1 1 . i M>i|i-rtii* .ihd |>eriopt ion -;hov^ th«' raretul and objective review of 
•i.p. h»-M-t.ir.iti' r.i'ViT . h.illi'titffd I U'lir\f cirif of your strengths lies in your skill in 
. i.. i-wTv p«.^ihlr hit -«f data for i-xammat inn in an unbiased and scientific 

■v un It \k..\ :» . \. iiiti^ t.i \Aork I mm ditb-rent perspectives on this serious social 
-I... ,.■ 

I u»»»;ld In- nn»r«' than hnppv to have anyone Xerox that tor your 

o 

I ln« lolhi'A io t ; vv.i- i'i a t'i a iV I'd tor the remrd i 
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Senator Spkctkh. Mh. Reiamnn, I am advised that the original 
amount of your grant proposal was approximately $fiO,000, is that 
correct? „ , , 

Dr. Reisman. The original amount of the grant proposal was 

$60,000? 
Senator Speiter. Yes, $60,000. 

Dr. Reisman. I have no idea. That is a bit long ago. What was 
that? What are you talking about? 

Senator Metzenbaum. Mr. Chairman, I think if I may help her 
by this. 

It is my understanding that Pam Swain indicated, at an earlier 
point, that this research could be done for, I think $40,000, and 
then changed it to $60,000. Am I correct in reciting the back- 
ground, Ms. Swain? 

Ms. Swain. Yes, sir. 

Senator Spectek. Was there an original figure put on your 
grant? 

Dr. Reisman. No, that is absolutely not correct, not so. No. 1 

WaS~ * 

Senator Spkctkr. Ms. Swain, had you put an original figure on of 
$40,000? 

Ms. Swain In my original review of the grant application, I esti- 
mated that it would cost $40,000 to $50,000 for the cost this year. 

& .lator Spkctkr Were you unaware of that, Dr. Reisman? 

Dr Reisman. Oh, no, I was unaware of it, until the newspapers 
told me. 

Senator Spwter. Was there any validity, as you see it, for an es- 
timate that the proposal should cost in the $40,000 to $60,000 
range? 

Dr. Rkisman. Oh, absolutely. 

Senator Sfwtkr. You do not agree with that? 

Dr. Rkisman. No. I agree, based on what Ms. Swain thought we 
were doing. Based upon what Ms. Swain thought we were doing, 
that would be an accurate statement. 

Senator Spkctkr. Well, explain to us then how the award moved 
up to the $KOO,000 range. 

Dr Rkisman. Let me clarify then. 

As tar as I know, I have discussed with Ms. Swain how this dis- 
crepant v took plate Apparently there was a misunderstanding as 
to what we were doing, and the idea was that we were doing a 
simple research review. If we were simply reviewing the existing 
research, then it makes some sense, I do not knew the dollars and 
rents of it. she would know tbat better than I do. It would make 
■Mimr -m-mm' to sav that $40.001,. $00,000 would be fair to call in all 
thr recurcN from Donnerstein. and all the other people in the field, 
review tluMn. arid come up with a conclusion. 

Senator Sew TKR You were going to do something different 0 

Hi Rkisman Absolutely. Surely. 

N'n.Hor Sew "TKR Was your project to account for the difference 
urtuf<>n .<«'iiHMiu and ^Minion' 1 

|)r Rkisman Well. Senator, tin* project is, or was, and though we 
.in* m phase 1. it has changed slightly. The project a* envisioned, 
was. a* I said, a multidisciplinary concept, and I am not trying to 
i H < hu// words, but I mean that /Any serious knowledge of pornog- 
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raphy will suggest to you very strongly that in order to get a 
handle on what pornography actually is, how it works, how it func- 
tions, and what it is doing in a given society, requires the combined 
effort, and the combined knowledge of people from every possible 
field. 

Senator Specter. Dr. Reisman, to the extent that you can, tell us 
what you were going to do for $800,000, differently than what had 
been suggested for $60,000. 

Dr. Reisman. We were going to do a series of things. First, we 
were going to do the literature review that was discussed bv Ms 
Swain. 

Senator Specter. We are up to $60,000 now? 

Dr. Reisman. I would assume that that is accurate. That is one 
thing we were going to do. 

The second thing we were going to do is what we are doing right 
now. which is intensive content analysis of t 1 ; given media, so that 
we can understand how it works. However, we also entertained the 
idea o&doing much more of the kinds of media attack than we are 
coTently doing. 

We are restricting ourselves to just the three magazines at this 
point. 

Senator Specter. What do you mean by media attack? You said 
media attack You did not say media attack? 

Dr. Reisman. 1 am sorry. Do you want to play back that whole 
sentence? 

Senator Specter. No, you play it back. Start again. 

What were you going to do besides the analysis? 

Dr Reisman. We had planned a larger— when I say medi*. 
attack. I am not attacking the media. We are attacking the prob- 
lem of media, for example, gathering together a large body of docu- 
ments, and dissecting them, if you will. 

Senator Specter. OK. You are going to pull together all the 
things that the media may be doing on ihe issue of pornography, as 
it relates to children? 

Dr. Reisman. Yes: definitely. 

Senator Specter. What else? 

Dr. Reisman. And that, of course, is a little bit different than 
what we are doing right now. and it is a much larger endeavor. 
Senator Specter What else'.' 

Dr Reisman The major portion of the effort, the major cost that 
would have been involved would have been the third part, which 
would be to contact the kind* of top flight experts across the coun- 
try, m their own specific fields, wh'» have not c. ncemed themselves 
with pornography, per se, but w nave the expertise to deal with 
pornograpln as a component o'" >ir knowledge. 

Senator Speiter (live me an ..lustration of such an expert 

Dr Reisman All right. Paul Maclean. 1 thick that is how his 
name i< spelied. or .Jerry Levy. 

Senator Speiter What would he do? 

Dr Rhsmw These are people who would review the literature 
trial we would preM-nt to the; a* examples of material, and tell 
u- 

Senator Speiter I- he a ps\chologist or psy.-hiatnsi"' 
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Dr. Rkisman Nci, He in a neurologist, a specialist in neurology. 
U»t me prepare for that. 

All right, we will talk a bit something like that. We would 
present— or let us deal with child development. We will go there 
first. 

(letting a top notch child development specialist in the country, 
we would present to someone like this the body of data that de- 
scribe the imageries that an average child would be seeing, or any 
group of children. We would present them with the materials, and 
we would ask them, we would present them with the materials and 
we would ask them, based upon their background of experience, 
and their years in the field, the way in which they feel this par- 
ticular kind of information would affect certain kinds of children, 
under a given set of circumstances. 

Now. that kind of data would be processed back to us, in terms of 
a report, a response. We would then proceed to distribute to these 
individuals— and it was an overlapping activity, we would proceed 
to distribute to these individuals the result.* of the content analysis 
that we would be engaged in, we would be processing back and 
forth that kind of data. 

Senator Specter. Dr. Keisman, let me move to another subject, 
because our time is growing so short. 

What does the following passage mean, from your grant proposal, 
"split brain research in recent developments in the tracing of sub 
cortical spiking as indicative of violent behavior, have been leading 
us into the possibility of the physiological— to determine responses 
in the human org anism to supernormal environmental stimu- 
lus" 

Dr. Keisman. Could you please repeat it, instead of that way 

Senator Spkc-kk. Kxcuse me? 

Dr Kkis. iAN Would you mind repeating it, so that I could hear 
the words a little clearly? 

Senator Spec ter. Well, let me hand it to you. 

Dr Keisman Fine, thank you. 
• ! Document handed to Dr. Keisman.) 

Senator Si'Kitkk And the purpose of the question, to put it on 
lop of the table foursquare, is a concern about studies which deal 
with ehnntfintf human behavior. If this is directed in that line. 

Dr Kkisman Absolutely out That is utterly and completely ri- 
dicnloiji 

Who? i- proposed by this Matement is- let nie read it to you. 
Senator SfKcTKK No. you just tell me what it means I just read 
it t ) you 

Dr Kk.IsMw OK Well, what we would he interested in dointf is 
t.ilkmi: tn individual* who are experts in split brain research. 

>;>hr br.nn h'mmivIi becoming a field that has more and more 
know led^e to ejve hack to societ>. and when I say ; :>iowledtfe. I do 
ni't inci.'i the idea of expt rimetitiius with peopVs* behavior, and at- 
tempt r 1 1 t T :tm penple 

Splii brain ri-iMieh c.iii tell ir* a mvat deal about the way picto- 
n.ii t f 1 1 • or i ) ir mm [iriNe^M-fl Senator, pictorial information is by 
n«> MuMii" |noce*%>et| in the *ame wav ;i> text Ii is processed dider* 
t'y,*\* \ h> -Abide concept nl a picture i- Worth I .<HJ(l words is con- 
•onied tv tin* statement It picture* are not processed in the same 
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way that the text is processed, then what does that mea« in terms 
of the way we are able cognitively to deal with pictorial informa- 
tion;' That is extremely crucial to any analysis of pornography, par- 
ticularly as it pertains to children. 
Do you follow me? 

Senator Specter. No, but I will ask the next question. 
But you have to understand, Dr. Reisman, I am not under oath. 
All right, I understand enough to satisfy the purpose of the ques- 
tion. 

Is there any relationship between your project, Dr. Reisman, and 
Dr. Burgess study at the University of Pennsylvania? 
Dr. Reisman. Yes, there is. 

We are working to some degree rather closely together. I main- 
tain contact with Dr. Burgess. I am very interested in the kind of 
progress she is making, and she is interested in the kinds of 
progress that I am making. Beyond that, in terms of linkage activi- 
ties, no. 

Senator Specter. Dr. Reisman, we have some more questions, 
which we will probably submit to you in writing, and I may want 
to discusH some of these matters with you personally. 

Dr. Reisman. I would be delighted. 

senator Specter. And we would like a copy of the letter from Dr. 
Burgess for the record. 
Dr. Rl-isman. I would also be happy to give you a copy. 
One other thing, may I? 

The question has been raised as to other people in the field, and 
we had a few jokes about Mrs., and about Dr., and so forth. Sena- 
tors, I have here a list of the prominent people in the field of ero- 
tica ar.d aggression. I would be more than happy to submit it to 
you. It is from a reputable rssearcher foundation I have great re- 
spect for. 

Out of the f>0 citations in this list, Senators, there are only two 
females cited. Two females in the research area of pornography 
and -ggression stated in the work that has been done on the whole 
issue of [xenography in the United States of America. I submit to 
you. Senators, that one of those names is the name of Laura 
Ledera. the editor of "Take Back the Night " Lederer is the only 
female cited in a good number of these citations, and in that book, 
Senators. I am one of the contribuing writers. 

I would he more than happy to submit that, and Ms. I^ederer's 
statement regarding my expertise in this field. 

Senator Spkctkr Dr. Reisman. we will accept that. 

! Never received for the record.) 

Senator Spkctkr. Senator Metzenbaum. 

Senator Mkt/.knmaim. Dr Reisman. I know no hing about the 
-ubieti m which you are involved, but the whole thrust of this in- 
umn, h is to do with the manner and method of making grants at 
the OfP.ee of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and so 
when we find that your grant is about $X0O.G0O, it is only under 
ot.mdiihlf that we inquire into .' !.v and how the grant was made. 

\i m lookup over your vitae. 1 notice that you began gradu- 
• |,M *'\ ' r > » a preeminent imMtution. located in my own 
• •••(inni.nitv. C; Western in ("Iceland. 

i)r Rkisman That is correct. 
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Senator Mkt/knhawm. Did vou have an undergraduate degree? 
Dr. Kkisman. No, Senator. May I explain that? 
Senator Metzenbaum. Certainly. 

Dr. Reisman. I feel that I was honored by Case Western, Senator, 
that my expertise in tVe field of mass media communications was 
recognized by them as life experience, that I vas put on probation 
to maintain an A level standing through my graduate studies, as a 
returning student who had been the mother of four, and yes, Sena- 
tor, that I maintained that average, and that I continued on, and 
did my Ph.D. at CWUR in communications. 

Senator Metzenbaum. How was that waiver made possible? Was 
there a committee, or somebody who passed upon that question? 

Dr. Reisman. I am afraid, Senator, that I am not privy any more 
to the activities of Case Western Reserve officials than I was privy 
to OJJDP officials. It was presented to the department, the depart- 
ment apparently presented it to the then dean, Dr. Taaffe. I was 
interviewed by Dr. Taaffe; my materials were apparently looked 
over. 1 have no idea, and it was then waived. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Could you tell us, Ms. Reisman, about 
your professional experience? 

Dr. Reisman. Yes; I spent quite a few years working in various 
capacities I have worked at— in mass media. I think that is one of 
the things I bring to this study. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Tell me what you mean, you worked in 
mass media. 

Dr. Reisman. I worked for public television in Milwaukee, on a 
children's program. 
Senator Metzenbaum. Which one? 

Dr Reisman. "Childrens Fair." An award-winning program, I am 
told, which was also produced in conjunction with the Milwaukee 
Public Museum. I worked for the Milwaukee Public Museum, in 
public television, during that same period of time, working on a 
program called ' Strange but True," and producing for them music, 
songs, segments that were used to define the zoological and archeo- 
logieal materials and other kinds of exhibitions that existed at the 
museum at that given time. Senator. 

Senator Mktzknbaim. Were you a songwriter for the Captain 
Kangaroo Show? 

I)r Kkikman 1 wrote songs, and produced segments. I am not 
ashamed of that 

Srnatnr \1 kt/knhai'M 1 am not here to cause you any shame, or 
anything ot the kind. 

Dr Kkisman. Yes. 1 ^.e.tamly did. 

Senator M ktzkn hatm. For how long a period? 

Dr IUkman For approximately 2 years 

Seriatur M KT/KN'hAi'M. Now, you completed your doctorate at 
f;iMr W»'Mern Reserve in December of l!)7!>? 

1): Kkisman No. I was corrected on that. Someone caught it. It 
u.i- January of 1!* H <> 

Si'M.itnr Mkj/.knhai m OK That is less than a years ago? 

Dr Hh^nus Thar i> cor red. Senator 

^»-M.it.«r Mt-i/KNMAt'.M And the doctorate was in what field*' 
Dr Kh-a«\n In fommunKation.s, speech communications! sir. 
with a minor in -y-tems unaly.sis. 
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Senator Mktzknbaum. In what field was your dissertation? 
Dr. Hkisman. Ami I permitted to answer that fully? 
Senator Mktzknhaum No, it just takes a simple answer. 
Dr. Reisman. I am afraid* Senator, it is not a simple answer. 
Senator Specter. The answer is yes, you are permitted to answer 
it fully. 
Dr Reisman. Thank you. 

All of ray graduate work was in the field of pornography, mass 
media effects. My studies were on Playboy and Penthouse. My re- 
search, my content analyses, my work in marketing research was 
all in this area. At the last minute, because my research program 
director, my Ph D. director became ill, a new thesis director took 
over, and I was told that pornography was not a course of serious 
study. 

I was, if you will pardon the expression, Senators— well, how do 
we do this nicely— at the last minute mv— all of my work was 
switched. I was not permitted to do a Ph.D. thesis in the subject I 
had been working on all those years, and I was told that I had to 
do it on something else. 

1 chose the only thing that seemed to make people happy, and 
that is what was going on in 45 BC, which was Aristotle. 

Senator Mft/knbaum. Let me get something clear. 

Is it my understanding that— what was the name of your thesis? 

Dr. Reisman. An Aristotelean approach, something like that, to 
the rhetoric of- you have it there, Senator. Would you kindly read 
it lor the record? 

Senator Mktzknbai'm. You do not remember the name of your 
thesis? 

Dr Reisman. Something about Aristotelean theory. Symptoms 
and analytical approach. 

( rood heavens. I do not remember. It is a nice, big long academic 
title, and you do have it, I think. 

Senator Met/enbaum Was this really a study having to do with 
a prominent TV commentator? 

Dr Kkisman. It certainly was. Dorothy Fuldheim. 

Senator Mktzknbai'm. Was this really a study of a prominent 
fV commentator by the name of Dorthy Fuldheim located in 
( 'leseland'* 

Dr Kkisman She was the rhetorician who I was examining. 

Senator Mktzknbai m And that fit in with the application of 
\nMi>rr|«Mh theory to mar* media effects that wound up being a 
-tiid> of Dorothy Fuldheim? 

Dr Kki<man It did not wind up. CWRU decided that that was 
appropriate Another thesis that was done just before that was on 
the .tna!\M> of the rhetoric of Kahhi Hillel Silver, for the same pur- 
ple .mil if w. t - an An-totelean anaksis of Kahhi Silver. That is 
an appinfit » , t f • • Mtnh 

I w«»u!d h.tv #• prefered t«> do m\ t hesis. Sena'or. on pornography 
I "A.t- nut permitted 

^•M.ir,,r \1h/knh\i m Then tou did Mime work at Haifa I'mver- 

i )» l\H ■> m \ \ Y» - 

Mn/t\h\i M T*'l! u- .ihotit t ha! 
hf Km-m \\ I hi- u.irk rii.jt | dul at Haita 1 
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Senator Mkt/knhai m Yes 

Dr Kkisman I wii.s involved in several research projects at 
Haifa One was on the values of Israeli mass media, as opposed to 
public values. We were involved there in a content analysis, multi- 
disciplinary— well, cross cultural analysis of visual materials in 
mass media magazines in Israel, and we were using a scale of 13 
variables that were produced by the Harris poll on quality of life 
variables, from family lue to love, sex, and so forth, to assess the 
relationship and the compartmentalization between quality of life 
as expressed by mass media imagery, and quality of life as ex- 
pressed by Israeli sentiment and public documents. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. You stated in your vitae* I think, in con- 
nection with your application for the grant, that you had been ap- 
pointed as an associate professor at the University of Haifa, is that 
correct? 

Dr Kkisman Yes. I have a letter that deals with that, Senator. 

Senator Mktzknhaim. Do you have it with you? 

Dr Kkisman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Mktzknhaim. Can I have it? 

You also have with you the press release from Haifa University? 
Dr Kkisman No, I do not have that. Have you seen it? 
Senator Mktzknbaum. No, I would like to. 
Dr Kkisman I would be more than happy to give it to you. 
Senator Mki/knhai m Please do. 

Dr Kkisman I should have a copy of that myself, when you look 
at it. tx-ruuse you will have some questions. 

Senator Mktzknkaim Could you make one available? We will 
just take ti copy and keep it ourselves. 

Dr Kkisman I am afraid it has yellow for your interest, and it 
will Xrrux black 

Senator Mktzknhatm. Well. I will read it; 

r -if r»-S»-ph..iir • .«h\ .'rsat urn. I would hkf to ivrtiiv tht* following mfor- 

' ! -'' : - r •» n»;»u; \»mr pi^itnm at tin- I'mversiiv of Haifa. IsriiH 

Us.- t !».» . intwlh -.tuihinn w»ur ('V ami sour publiratiot). I rvcomnu'rHhiJ vou 
M-. Dif-iirriM-ii 1 -»t s. M ■ k 1 1 « »i: \ .ifid Anthropology .it iht- ("nivt-rsity 
I a.. U. .t u \ i r,. w, iti-fiMt.-r.itir. \i*n wrrr appointed as a Iri'turW without tfiU'hmtf 

- ■ • ■•! M:.- pfihU'in- 'it Lin^ua^i* hiirrn*r 
!■■»•■•■ 1 •» ■» '}.»■ w-.o- v..j haw kVi'ii working with r?i > hponsorship. vou 

A "" ' • *»-«-- r r» -1 »i i. k hf-.iiiM' .j| vnir -tatti- of immigrant, ami hriausf of' 
• •** »■* * f : 'u:. ij fc !• .f th»- Ht'hrt'Vt larmuai?* 1 

* ..*»•»>• *i i »j\;t\ .,n,J \.n|t p.iohi at i»»n n f.oMi'fl . mi mi|»'I ahli* rrhul.i 

x .. ,. i . ...... ... 

* ' ' ' • ' ' • •■; wi »»■ •! t * -r .-. | i ri-Murfcj u.u k p<i*ati.wi .it rh»* Shool of 
r ' * * i •!! t- hi- iti i! thi- Stltwirpartflirht ni ( 'otmnUM li'.l- 
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Dr. Rkisman Yen, from Dr. Joseph Stephen, who was the head of 
the research facility at Haifa University, who was responsible for 
the hiring, and that is— that confirms the position. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Well, that is not indicated here. 

We spoke Avith 

Dr. Rkisman. Well, you can check with that. That is no problem. 

Senator Mktzenbaum. Ms. Reisman, we have, and the director 
general's office at Haifa advises us that you were never an associ- 
ate professor, they say you worked as a research fellow from Octo- 
ber 1 to September 30, 1983, that the university did not directly 
pay you, that your job was financed by the minister of absorption, 
that situations such as this generally range from those persons who 
state a strong intention to stay in Israel, and to seek citizenship, 
the director general's office also states that the university does not 
have a department of communications, nor does it intend to have 
one, and that Ms. Reisman stated in her vitae that her assignment 
in the Department of Education was to prepare a new curriculum 
for the new Department of Communication, which she would then 
serve as Department head, and they will confirm that advice to us 
over the telephone, with a letter which we anticipate reading very 
shortly, and when we do. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that it may be included in the record. 

Senator Spkctkr. Whatever letter is received, may be included in 
the record 

[letter never received for the record.] 

Dr Reisman. Whatever letter is received, I would like very much 
to get a copy of it. because that is absolutely incorrect and untrue, 
and Dr Joseph Stephen was certainly the person who was in 
charge of that entire activity. 

And. No 2, there is nothing in that letter that says that there 
was a Department of Communication. What it says was that the 
Department of Communication was within the School of Education. 

Dr. Cohen 

Senator Mkt/knbai m Ia>\ me just ask Dr. Berendzen, because of 
time 

Dr Rkisman Was the individual in charge of that, by the way, 
and that is absolutely incorrect. 

Senator Mkt/.kn'Baim. We have to move along, because there is a 
rollcall vote 

I vull a>k Dr Berend/en 

Si-ii.itoi Si'Kitkk Wait a minute 

Dr HiMMiian. vou will have a chance to see the letter, and reply 
to it fully 

Dr Rkisman Yes. I would certainly like that. 

Senator Mkt/knhai m. Did you check with the University of 
H.ola t i»n. rrruini Ms Keisrnan*' 

Dr Hhu Mi/t.N 1 personally certainly did not. The University 
apfMiihtthi'Mt process whereby a person conies in as a researcher 
<>r tarultv member is handled by others. I do believe someone at 
*h». urmwMi\. at American University, did in fact contact Haifa. I 
• out know fur Niire vvfi.it ihev found 

>rti t t..f Mm/i-nkai vi |)r I'ura;. vou are at American Universi- 
v.?i .fieck with t hi- I'mversitv of Haifa concerning Ms. 

Kei^ll.al. 
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Dr. Turaj. I did not, personally, but I received communication 
from— a written communication from Mr. Robert Norris, that 
checks of credentials have been made, and I have also received 

Senator Metzenbaum. Who is Mr. Norris? 

Dr. Turaj. He is a vice provost for university programs, he 
works in the office of the provost. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. And did he indicate that he had checked 
with the University of Haifa? 

Dr. Turaj. Specifically, I do not know that he had checked with 
the University of Haifa, but that he had checked that she held all 
the positions that she said she had held, and that the degrees were 
as represented. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Do you have a copy of that letter with 

you? 

Dr. Turaj. I do not, sir. 

Senator Specter. Dr. Berendzen and Dr. Turaj you will be per- 
mitted to testify later. 

Senator Metzenbaum wants to get on at this moment, because 
we are going to have to break in a few moments for a rollcall vote, 
but I just want you to know that you will have a chance to testify 
in the regular course. 

Senator Metzenbaum. In the House hearing, Mr. Regnery testi- 
fied thai you had contacted the Office of Juvenile Justice about the 
grant. He also said that earlier today, as well. 

But in a supplementary vitae that you provided with the grant 
application, there seems to be a different story. Let me read you 
what you wrote: 

A brief summary of event*. May 2* to June 2*th t 1983. The attached Haifa Uni- 
versity publicity Mease regarding my Kinsey research result* led to a series of un- 
ant incited event*, including? an invitation to immediately return to the United 
Stilt*.* in r r to one. present a review of my Kinsey documentation on Patrick 
Hurhana.. s mdn> and teIevi«ion programs in Washington; two. to give an interview 
to a Time Magazine correspondent on the same issue; three, pursue a book publish- 
er tor the Kinsey research data 

Kirst. Ms. Reisman, would you tell the committee what the Haifa 
University publicity release concerned, how was it disseminated? 
Who prepared it. when released, and when did you return to the 

I 'tiited States.* 

I)r Kkisman. Weil, unless Haifa University decides to say that it 
dirl not happen 

Senator Mktzknhaum. Pardon? 

Dr. Kkisman. I said, unless Haifa University decides to say that 
it did not happen, i will be more than h*>ppy to turn that over to 
vow That was done by the publicity director at Haifa University, 
who inquired of me. since I had a great deal of publication in 
Israel, inquired o| me regarding the kind of research that I was en- 
k'atfed in at the time. 

I met with him. He wrote and said that he wished to write an 
article about the research that I had been dointf on Dr, Kinsey. He 
did *-o He disseminated it. and unless they have any kind of con- 
tradiction on that, that is the way that it stands. 

Senator Mki/knmai m Who contacted you in regard to the 
firaden-Buchanan show' 1 
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Dr. Rkisman In regard to~you mean who called me about the 
Braden-Buchanan show? Patrick Bucahanan had called me in 
Israel, to ask me if I stood by the material that he had received 
from another individual, who had hand carried it, a Dr. John 
Court, who happens to be a very well respected man in the area of 
pornography research. 

Dr. John Court had carried my material to the United States, to 
Dr. Gordon Muir, in New Jersey, Dr. Gordon Muir in New Jersey 
had sent it, without my request, without my knowledge, to Mr. Bu- 
chanan, Mr. Buchanan had read it, and he called me in Israel, and 
asked me about it 

Did I stand by it? I said yes; I did. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Who contacted you from Time magazine? 

Dr. Rkisman. I do not remember his name, Senator. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Did they publish anything? 

Dr. Reisman. No; they did not, but it is in the record, yea can 

c»ll them. John Leo 

Senator Metzenbaum. They have no record of it. 
Dr. Reisman. Of what? 

Senator Metzenbaum. Of having called you, or ever hearing of 
you. But that is not to say 

Dr. Reisman. Well, then they sent a phony fellow down to take 
my picture, that is all I can say. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. It is a big institution, and I do not want to 
say that they did r. but where was the picture taken? 

Dr. Rkisman. In my apartment, in Herzliyya, at the time. 

Senator Metzenbaum. In Israel? 

Dr. Reisman. Yes. John Leo was the editor, now, you know, with 
all the things that are happening around here, maybe he does not 
remember either. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. Who made the first contact with you from 
the Office of Juvenile Justice? Can you recall the approximate 
date? 

Dr. Rkisman. Mr. Wootton did. The date is in my testimony. If 
you want to wait, and I will look for it, fine. Otherwise, it was the 
day after w % Buchanan interview. 

Senator Mktzknbaum. Did you pay your own expenses to come to 
Washington f r() m Haifa, to do those interviews? 

Dr Rkisman. I was lent the money, Senator. 

Senator M ktzkn ba I'M. I did not ask you that. I asked if you paid 
your own way. 

Dr Rkisman. I was lent the money. Then I paid it back, yes. 
Senator Mktzknbaum. Not the Buchanan show? 
Dr Rkisman. No; from Dr. Murim. 

Senator Mktzknbai'm. Ms. Reisman, I would like to go through 
some dates with you and tfet some comments. 

Your appearance on the Buchanan show was May 2:\ of last year. 
By the end of .June you were being recommended by American 
University for appointment as a research professor in the School of 
He Jurat ion 

Mow did vou rome to approach American University? Why did 
v«ni approach that university"* 

Dr Rkisman Rather simple, sir After my dealings with OJJDI* 
un<J thnr interest in my work, which I was very gratified to see— 




Jack Martin, who had indicated he wished to publish the book that 
1 was working on, on Kinsey, said that he was— I thought that he 
said he was an alumnus, perhaps not, but he was affiliated with 
American University. I wanted to be in the neighborhood because 
my family is here, and I wanted to relocate here. 
I had heard about Dr. Myra Sadker, I knew something of her 



Senator Metzenbaum. How did Jacn Martin know about you? He 
is from Texas? 
Or. Reisman. He was a friend of Dr. Muirs. 
Senator Metzenbaum And who is he? 

Dr. Reisman. Dr. Muir is the gentleman who lent me the money 
to come over here. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Now, you have not done your program 
until May 2:*, but on May 13 Jack Martin, who lives in Dallas, and 
publishes Texas Business, he calls Dr. Berendzen, and he indicates 
at that time, as I understand it, that the Justice Department was 
interested in your forthcoming research on possible linkages be- 
tween pornography and child abuse. 

Now, you have not yet done your program 

Dr. Reisman. No, Senator; I do not mean to be offensive, but 
something is wrong there somewhere, and it is not with me. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Tell it to Dr. Berendzen, because I am 
reading his material. 

Dr. Reisman. Well, I cannot answer that, sir. 

Senator Metzenbaum. I am reading directly from— Dr. Berend- 
zen, do you stand by the materials that I just read? 

Dr. Reisman. When was the radio program? 

Dr. Berendzen. According to my phone transcripts, Mr. Martin 
called me on May 13, 1983, I do not have the transcript, or the 
notes of what our conversation was. But he does not call me often. 

My recollection is *hat that is the date when he mentioned Dr. 
Reisman to me for the first time. He did talk to me at a later date, 
I believe it was in early June of 1983, and it is possible that I have 
the two dates wron^ in my memory. I do not keep a detailed log of 
what our conversations were about; but, in any case, on May 13, 
11WH. Mr. Martin and I did talk. 

Senator Metzenbaum. And he did indicate at that time that the 
Justice Department probably would award a grant to support her 
next study and that after you read it and received a draft, you in- 
dicated you did not find the draft version to be convincing, and 
then on June 7, Mr Wootton, of the Justice Department, called 
vou. and he said that the Department was— the Justice Depart- 
ment was interested in Dr. Reisman s work, and that it would sup- 
port her next stage of work, and then there seemed to be some 
problems and I am skipping some of your letter, but on January 
I s . 1HM. Mr Kruee Chapman called /ou, and he says he is the Di- 
rector of Planning and Kvaluation at the White House, and is 
urging that—he says, began by asking if you are aware that Dr. 
Reisman might become affiliated with American University, and 
that t hi' Justice Department was interested in h^r research. 

• \ lie said t hat he was calling because the White House was 
• ■•mcenied about child abuse, and did he also tell you how he hap- 
pened to know that he should call you? 
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Dr. Berendzen. No. Almost the entirety of the conversation is 
what I have in my statement 

Senator Metzenbaum. Did he, at some point, indicate that Mr. 
Regnery had called him at the White House, or asked him to call 
you? 

Dr. Berendzen. No, I do not recall any comment of that sort. 

With respect to these dates, I want to be quite clear that I am 
going back to my phone log, and I have two entries for phone calls 
from Mr. Martin one was on the 13 of May 1983; in fact, he called 
at 2:15 in the afternoon. 

The other was on June 2, 1983, at 9:45 in the morning. That 
degree of precision is there, but the exact content of those conver- 
sations I do not know. I am trying to fill it in from memory. 

Senator Specter. We have a vote now. 

Senator Metzenbaum had to attend to another matter of his offi- 
cial duties, and we have a vote in process. So we will adjourn now, 
and we will be back. It takes a few minutes. It will probably be 
about 1:15 or 1:20. 

[Short recess.] 

Senator Specter. We will reconvene the hearings at this point. 

We had hoped to be able to conclude with this panel prior to the 
time of the vote, but that was not possible to accomplish because 
there were a number of questions. 

I would like to return at this juncture to our regular process, and 
ask Dr.— how do you pronounce it, Berendzen? 

Dr. Berendzen. Berendzen. 

Senator Specter. For you to proceed, Dr. Berendzen, with an 
opening statement, as you choose, and we can then come back to 
Senator Metzenbaum's questions in due course. 

TESTIMONY OF DR. RICHARD EARL BERENDZEN 

Dr. Berendzen. All right, fine. 

I am Richard Berendzen. I am president of American University. 
I am pleased to be here today. 

As I indicated in my written statement, Mr. Jack Martin called 
me. Mr. Martin is an Englishman who now lives in Dallas, and 
publishes Texas Business magazine. I had been introduced to him 
about 2 years or so earlier than this, by a mutual friend of ours, 
Abelardo Valdez, a former Texan, who was U.S. Chief of Protocol 
under President Carter. He is now an attorney in Washington, DC, 
and he is a trustee at the American University. 

As far as what exactly transpired in that telephone conversation 
of May 13, I am going to go by memory. I do know that he called 
me that date, and I called a couple of weeks later. He had not 
called mc for many weeks prior to this, according to my records. 

I believe that that was the phone conversation in which he ex- 
plained to me that he publishes not only his magazine, but also 
b<x>ks, which I had not known prior to that time. He told me— 
either in the May VA conversation, or conceivably the one in early 
June, but I think it was the May 13 one— that he planned to pub- 
lish a manuscript by a Dr. Judith Reisman. This was the first time 
I heard her name. 
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Her research, he explained, dealt with human sexuality. He said 
that she wanted to find an academic base in the Washington, DC 
area because she now lives nearby. Before she talked with one of 
the other Washington area universities, however, he suggested that 
she perhaps talk with the American University, because he had 
met me, and he had some familiarity with the institution, although 
I am not certain that he had ever been on our campus. 

He is not an alumnus, as was mentioned earlier. He asked if she 
might become affiliated in some way with the American Universi- 
ty. I told him that faculty matters were within the province of the 
provost, who is the No. 2 person in the university. But from my 
knowledge of the situation, I doubted that there would be a tenure 
track faculty position available at this time. 

The American University, like many other institutions today, is 
concerned about the number of tenured slots that it has, and is at- 
tempting to reduce them. I point this out, because it is quite ger- 
mane. 

The appointment of a tenure track person commits the institu- 
tion to probably more than a $1 million in salary the professor's 
proposed lifetime. It is a very serious, long term — in fact, lifetime — 

Krofessional commitment by the institution. The review process for 
iring a person for that kind of position is different from that of a 
research appointment. The American University, like many other 
institutions, has research faculty in contrast with permanent, ten- 
ured professors. They come to the institution for a limited period of 
time, specifically to conduct research. 

At the present time, at the university, there are approximately 
30 individuals, some of whom, indeed, came to the university with 
grants. That is an unusual procedure, but it is not unique. 

Mr. Martin told me that the Justice Department was interested 
in Dr. Reisman's forthcoming research and possible linkages be- 
tween pornography and child abuse and that the Justice Depart- 
ment probably would award her a grant to support that next study. 

To give me an idea about the kind of work that she had been 
doing, he offered to send a draft of her book, which he did. I read it 
and called him back. I think that was the conversation on the 2d of 
June, but I could have the date confused with the other one, as I 
have already indicated. I told him I was unqualified to make a pro- 
fessional judgment about it. I am not a specialist in that area. But 
a lew general points struck me, nonetheless. 

The manuscript unquestionably was potentially controversial 
and possibly provocative. If her assertions were valid, then the 
work would be quite significant. But I personally, as a layman in 
the field, in a quick reading of it, did not find the draft at least to 
be convincing. I thought that Dr. Reisman would benefit from 
having collegia! interaction, perhaps in particular about methodol- 
ogy Mr. Martin, however, assured me that, even though her work 
was polemical, authorities in the field supported it. He cited sever- 
al of them. I do not recall their names, but he did mention that 
there was a man in Princeton, NJ, who would be calling me about 
it; and he did. I did not remember his name. I attempted to call 
Mr. Martin to find out the name, but Mr. Martin is in Europe until 
the middle of August. But his name, I gather, has already come up 
earlier today. It is Dr. Gordon Muir, who I understand is at Squibb 
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Pharmaceutical Corp., in Princeton, NJ. He told me that he did 
know about the field. He was quite familiar with Dr. Reisman's re- 
search, and he thought that it had real merit, although it perhaps 
needed some refining. 

Then on June 7, 1983, a Mr. James Wootten of the Justice De- 
partment called me. He said that the Justice Department was in- 
terested in Dr. Reisman's work and that it would support her next 
stage of research. At that point, I passed all of the information I 
had about this issue to Mr. Robert Norris, who is the vice provost 
for university programs at the American University. 

Contracts and grants at our institution fall under his purview, 
and all faculty-related matters lie within the office of the provost. I 
told Mr. Norris that I could make no judgment about Dr. Reis- 
man's research, but it sounded timely and potentially significant, 
especially given the Nation's increasing awareness of and concern 
about child molestation. 

I noted that a number of our faculty members in the school of 
education, the school of justice, the departments of psychology and 
sociology, and possibly even the Washington College of Law, in 
theory at least, could be interested in her work. I asked Mr. Norris 
to take up the matter following the standard procedures for the 
possible appointment of a research faculty member. To the best of 
my knowledge, he did so. 

On January 1984. Mr. Bruce Chapman called my office. He gave 
his title as Director of Planning and Evaluation at the White 
House. I was in Los Angeles at the time but called my office for 
messages. On the 19th of January, I called Mr. Chapman back. He 
began by asking if I was aware that Dr. Judith Reisman might 
become affiliated with the American University and that the Jus- 
tice Department was interested in her research. I told him that I 
had known about this in the summer of 1983 but that I had not 
been involved personally since then. 

He said he was calling because ♦ White House was concerned 
about child abuse and its effects on families. He wanted to find out 
if* her research would be forthcoming. I told him, as far as I knew, 
it would be. 

He said he had heard that there might be problems at the uni- 
versity with her appointment. If that were true, he was disappoint- 
ed because he was interested in her findings. I told him I was un- 
aware of any problems except possibly bureaucratic ones such as 
disagreements between her and the provoPt over her fringe bene- 
fits. 

He said that such matters did not interest him and repeated that 
he had called only to ascertain if her research was in fact proceed- 
ing Neither he nor I was certain at that time whether the Justice 
Department grant had yet been processed, although we both knew 
that it was imminent. Our conversation lasted on the order of 10 
minutes. 

Mr Wootten and Mr. Chapman are the only persons in any way 
associated with the Justice Department or the White House with 
whom I had communication regarding Dr. Reisman or the Justice 
Department grant to her. 

Incidentally, it was not until about an hour or so ago that I first 
met Dr Reisman or talked to her. 

{The prepared statement of Dr. Berendzen follows:] 
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pREPAHfcf) StATKMEWT OF RlCHAhD EARL BlRENOZIN 

On 13 May 1983, Mr. Jack Martin - an englishman who now lives in 
Dallas and publishes Texas Business — called me. I had been introduced to 
him about two years earlier by a mutual friend — Abelardo Valdez, a former 
Texan who was U.*. Chief of Protocol under President Carter and who now 
is a Washington attorney and a trustee at The American University. Mr. 
Martin explained to me over the telephone that he publishes not only the 
magazine but also books. He said he planned to publish a manuscript by Dr. 
Judith Reisman. Her research, he explained, deals with human sexuality. 

He said she wanted to find an academic base in the Washington, D.C. 
area because she now lives nearby. Before she talked with one of the other 
Washington area universities, he suggested that she talk with The American 
University because of his knowledge about it. He asked me if she might 
become affiliated in some way with The American University. I told him 
that although faculty personnel matters are the province of our provost, I 
doubted if a tenure track faculty position would be available. (The American 
University, like many universities today, is trying gradually to reduce the 
number of tenure track positions.) But a research appointment might be 
possible. (Like many universities, The American University has research 
faculty who — in contrast with permanent, tenured professors — stay at the 
university for a limited period specifically to conduct research. At present, 
The American University has approximately thirty such individuals, some of 
whom came to the university with gran's.) 

Mr. Martin responded that the Justice Department was interested in 
Dr. Reisman's forthcoming research on possible linkages between pornography 
and child abuse, and that the Justice Department probably would award a 
grant to support her next study. To give me an idea about her work, he 
offered to send a draft of her book. 
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After I read it, Mr. Martin and 1 discussed it by phone on 2 June 198J. 
I told him I was unqualified to make a professional judgment about it, but a 
few general points had struck me nonetheless. The manuscript was potentially 
controversial and provocative. If her assertions were valid, the work would 
be important. But 1 did not find the draft version to be convincing and I 
thought Dr. Reisman would benefit irom collegia! advice about methodology. 
Mr. Martin assured me that even though her work was polemical, authorities 
in the field supported it. I conceded that could be the case, for I am not 
an authority in the subject area. 

In early June 1983, a man in Princeton, New Jersey called me at Mr. 
Martin's request. Although 1 do not recall his name or institutional affiliation, 
I do remember that he told me he had done extensive research in Dr. Reisman's 
area. In his opinion, her studies had merit, even if they perhaps needed 
refining. 

On 7 June 1983, Mr. James Wooten of the Justice Department called 
me. He said that the Justice Department was interested in Dr. Reisman's 
work and that it would support her next stage of research. 

At that point, I passed all the information I had about this issue to Mr. 
Robert Norris, Vice Provost for University Programs at The American University. 
Contracts and grants fall under his purview and all faculty-related matters 
lie within the office of the provost. I told Mr. Norris that I could make no 
judgment about Dr. Reisman's research. But it sounded timely and potentially 
significant, especially given the nation's increasing awareness and concern 
about child molestation. I noted that a number of our faculty members - in 
the school of Education, the school of Justice, the Departments of Psychology 
and Jwciology, and the Washington College of Law - might be interested in 
her work. I ask Mr. Norris to take up the matter, following standard procedures 
for the possible appointment of a Research Professor. To the best of my 
knowledge, he did so. 
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On IS January 1984, Mr. Bruce Chapman called my office. He gave his 
title as Director of Planning and Evaluation tt The White House. I was in 
Los Angeles at the time but called my office for messages* On 19 January, 
I called Mr* Chapman back. He began by asking if I was aware that Dr. 
Judith Reisman might become affiliated with The American University and 
that the Justice Department was interested in her research. I told him that 
I had known about this in the summer of I9S3 but that I had not been involved 
personally since then. He said he was calling because The White House was 
concerned about child abuse and its effects on families and he wanted to 
find out if her research would be forthcoming. I told him as far as I knew, 
it woc-d be. He said he had heard there might be problems at the university 
with her appointment. If that were true, he was disappointed because he 
was interested in her findings. I told him I was unaware of any problems 
except possibly bureaucratic ones such as disagreement between her and the 
provost over her childrens' tuition remission; that is, fringe benefits. He 
aaid such matters did not interest him, and repeated that he had called only 
to ascertain if her research, was in fact, proceeding. Neither he nor I were 
certain whether the Justice Department grant had been processed, although 
we knew it was eminent. Our conversation lasted about ten minutes. 

Mr. Wooten and Mr. Chapman are the only persons in any way associated 
with the Justice Department or The White House with whom I have had any 
communication whatsoever regarding Dr. Reisman or the Justice Department 
grant to her. And, incidentally, 1 have never talked with Dr. Reisman or 
met her. 
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Senator Specter. Dean Turaj, we will hear from you now, and 

iSSwte T stlons . W >, U «?. the two of you gentlemen, since they 
would be along a similar Un 

TESTIMONY OF DR. FRANK TURAJ 
Dr. Turaj. Thank you, Senator. 

p^"n^»^ t jssn5, becau » u •* p re,t > »»»» «*.t 

Senator Specter. We have your written statement. It will be 
made a part of the record fully. So, to the extent you can summa- 
rize it, we would appreciate it. 

Dr. Turaj. I would like to simply say that in my written state- 
ment I carry us through the process of how Dr. Reisman came to 
our campus how we went about considering the research project 
oJL sne . w ° uld n b "ng to us, who was involved, what the procedures 
were, and finally that we agreed to accept this particular arrange- 
ment which, by the time of our acceptance, hadchanged from the 
nature of a grant to a contractual agreement. 

i 8,m ? ly *£ e to read one ^ of what I have here because 

I think it might affect some of the way we talk about grants and 

ST laSt 86011011 ° n page 3 ' the ^tom p™. 

u™ a / is the ro I e ¥ ? f . a univer8 »ty that serves as an institutional 
home for a grant? Universities are somewhat different f-om other 
organizations. I perceive a certain lack of understanding about that 
in some of the material, including transcripts of previous hearings 
that l have looked at. A university is a cooperative group of profes- 
sionals. It is somewhat unlike a business corporation that proposes 
to deliver a certain product. 

Grants and research arrangements at universities have a princi- 
pal investigator. Sometimes the principal investigator is already a 
faculty member at the university. Very often a professional looks 
tor an institutional home to administer a grant or other research 

Ssual gement ' S n0t 8t 811 rare " In faCt ' 1 think il is quite 
I note that President Berendzen said that it is not unique but 
perhaps not usual. I think it is more usual that he thinks it is 

If the university becomes that institutional and administrative 
home, it is the role of the university to see that all conditions of 
the arrangement are fulfilled, that all laws and regulations are ad- 
hered to. and that the expenditure of money is legitimate and ac- 
counted for. In addition, to the extent that it can, a university sup- 
plies professional help and advice, but professional work is under 
the direct charge of the principal investigator. If any laws, renal, 
tions. or university procedures are being violated, the universit\ 
needs to exercise its prerogatives and do the appropriate things. 
But he university has to allow the investigator to succeed or fail 
intellectually. The university as an entity, unlike a commercial cor- 
poration, cannot manipulate or dictate the procedures and certain- 
y not the products of research, except insofar as laws and regula- 
t.ons are violated The nature of research is that one cannot dis- 
miss hypotheses which may be reasonable, nor may undue pressure 
be used to dictate forms of inquiry. F«a»ure 
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I simply read that into the record because I do notice that there 
is a certain sense of uncertainty as to how uni rersities tend to get 
grants and the various ways in which they treat it. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Tung follows:] 
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Spared Statement of Frank Turaj 

to "uTZ" 7 knowl • d, •• * BMv '""> - 

to hi. project when . „ r . J-ck „ ho , ^ ^ 

work, . ,.i, phon , c-11 l0 praildMi BtrtndtMi f w d b ^ 

referred the infection to Mr. Robert Norri., Vic. Provo.t for Univ.r.ity 
ITT' N ° rr1 ' COnl,Ct ' d U «* " llh h «- «■ -xpLined 

h h 1 • °: klng on 1 ,r,nt appiie-tion to pur - *» 

h .po«.or to b. . dtvt$len of th. ».. W ..„t 0<Jultic .. 0r . Raii)Mn 

of the Coll.,. of Art. .no Sci.ne.. of Th. African Univ.r.ity. I„ th. 

Mr. Korri. told ov.r th. phon, th.t Dr. R .i.„ n L Poking 

Vh n T lu nal ,pon,or - Shorlly " t,r thl - *• s ' dk « »" -« th.. 

w in er..t.d in Th. A~rie.n Univ.r.ity lh . ad.Xni.tr.ti v. in . lilullon 

or th , prospective , ranl . Pr . vioM t . ^ ^ fc 
the univer.ity ;; t ,.w Dr. 0 r tu»v .bout h.r work. 

be the W unit for th, .daini.tr.tion of th. ,r.nt. Thi. ..d. ..„., 

to - because Dr . S .dk.r h.. . Ion, r.cord of .ucc.ful „.„ .dmini.tr.tion 

.nd is expert in the technique, of eontont .n.ly.i.. 

After that, the .ppliction w.nt through the r ,gul. r proca .. el . Dr . 
*..«.» was .id.d by our offic. of Program Development .nd Ad.ini.tr.tion 
which „ turn entered tK0 dlscu „ lon . wlth Qffice of 

to work out the terms of the arrangement. 

The prospective gr.n, „. s review hy tU InflUuu „ j: ^ 

* tHa£ thC b °" d dld '» -"r«.ly conscientious job. Certain" 

c.v,.t. W ere relayed to Dr. R.i.man rejecting .„y use of materials in D r. 

Keisman s possession having to do with material ,M,*. r .A . 

... material gathered from human subjects 

and with any material which might be gath.r.d in the future. 
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Dr. Reisman's return? was checked to assure that the resume was genuine* 
that Is to say, that she did have the degrees she represented herself as 
having and that she held the positions that she had entered on her resume. 
This was simply a basic check. There was no attempt to make a qualitative 
assessment of her previous work. It was my feeling that the professionals 
froa the sponsoring agency were more expert in the field of Dr. Reisman's 
research than anyone at the university. It was and is my feeling that there 
is no reason to suppose that the Department of Justice is not a perfectly 
respectable entity with which to have arrangements. 

I do not know the present situation regarding research in the area 
of pornography and its effects. Assuming that professionals in the Department 
of Justice found merit in pursuing Dr. Reisman's line of inquiry* the project 
seemed and seems reasonable. Ve do know that content has effect. All 
of us act in one way or another on the basis of content we assimilate 
in one way or another. Important social and commercial decisions have 
been reached on that basis. There are no whiskey ads on television. 
Cigarette commercials have been removed from television. X take no position 
on this. I simply point out that we assume cause and effect relationships 
as a result of the content of communications. Whether or not such 
cause and effect can be demonstrated between pornography and sex crimes 
is the open question. That is the subject of this research. Furthermore, 
even if a good deal down the line (and no one suggests that Dr. Reisman's 
project will be the last word) research reveals a persuasive connection, 
I could not possibly guess as to the form of action that may or may not 
bv laker, consistent with our laws and with the rifht* guaranteed under the 
First Amendment. I would think, however before anything can be considered, 
further a.ialy&i* and classification of material would be necessary. The 
creation of data and knowledge is the reason for doing research. 

As to whether or not Dr. Reisman's project is potentially valuable, 
I could not say. That would be prejudging the research. If research could 
bv prt«;udg««d , xt would not need to be carried out. 
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While vt ware considering acceptance of the arrangement with the 
Dep.rt.ent of Ju.tiee. which in the M «„ tiaa had changed fro. . grant 
to • cooperative agreement, a certain «*ount of notori.ty occurred. A 
number of people at the univer.ity received ealla fro. reporter.. I 
re— ber on. , uc h particularly. I My h.v. had .ore than on. call. My 
own reaction v.. th.t ac.d.«ic integrity would not p.r.it u. to b..e any 
d.cieion on euch consideration.. In de.d, it wa. i.port.nt th.t w. not be 
perceived .. ti.id in .Uowing the pur.uit of reee.rch that h.i becoM. 
for whatever r ...o„., controv.r.i.l. I r.com.„d.d to the Provo.t the 
accept.nc. of the .rr.ngea.nt. 

On. final note. What i. the role of . univ.r.ity th.t ..rve. ., th. 
institutional ho* for . grant? Univ.r.iti.. .re .o^wh.t different fro. 
other org.nia.tion.. 1 perc.lv. . , t - t . ln lack of un d. r . t . ndln| aboul 
in .o- of the «t.ri.l. including tr....cript. of pr.viou. h..rin,., th.t 
I h.v. looked .t. A univer.ity i. . coop.r.tiv. group of prof...ion.l.. 
It la ~~vb.t jjnHk. , b u$lne „ corpor.tion that propo... l0 deliver . 
c.rt.in product, cr.nt. .nd r.w.rch arrang.-nt. at univ.r.iti.. h.v. 
a princip.1 invest ig.tor. Sonet ime. the principal inv.tig.tor i, .lr..dy 
a f.culty ...bet at the univ.r.ity. v ery often , prof ,„ 10nal lookf fof 
an inetitution.l home to .d.ini.ter . gr.nt or other r.i.arch .rr.ng.ment. 
This it, not at all r.re. it it quite uaual. If the univ.r.ity beco.es 
th.t institutional «nd administrative how. it is the rol. of the university 
to ... that .11 conditions of the arrangement are fulfilled, that ,11 law. 
and regulations are adhered to, 31 , -.' the expenditure c ; u lt6Uimate 

and accounted for. In addition, to the extent that it can. a university 
.upplies professional help and advice, but professional work is under the 
t".w-t charge of the principal investigator. If any laws, regulations, 
or university procedures arc being violated, the univer.ity needs to 
exercise its prerogatives and do the appropriate things. But the 
university has to a."ow the investigator to succeed or fail int.U.ctually. 
The university , s an entity, unlike a commercial corporation, cannot manipulate 
or dictate the procedures and certainly not the products of research, except 
insofar as laws and regulations .re violated. The nature of research is 
that one cannot dismiss hypotheses which may be reasonable nor nay undue 
pressure be used to dictate forms of inquiry. 
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Senator Specter. Gentlemen, as a matter of either routine prac- 
tice or, specifically in Dr. Reisman's case, was any review conduct- 
ed at American University of her proposed project or of her qualifi- 
cations to carry it out? 

Dr. Turaj. Yes, reviews were carried out by a number of people. 
In the first instance, we have something called the Office of Pro- 
gram Development and Administration. They read all proposals, 
and they read them with an eye toward the ability of the universi- 
ty to carry out its responsibilities and with an eye toward the 
budget that is involved. In that process those people worked with 
people from the Department, from OJJ, particularly with Mr. Bob 
Heck. I have been told as early as yesterday that they found Mr. 
Heck to be an extremely hard bargainer in the matter of working 
out budgets for the proposal. 

With respect to the intellectual content, again, it is read largely 
to see if it is a reasonable pioposal. By reasonable, I mean if there 
is a hypothesis that can be worked with, if there are results which 
may be useful 

Senator Specter. Was such a specific review made at American 
University on Dr. Reisman's proposal? 

Dr. Turaj. At a number of levels. In a certain sense, it is made 
at a number of levels. I read the proposal. Dr. Myra Sadker 

Senator Specter. You approved it? 

Dr. Turaj. Eventually I approved the proposal. Dr. Myra Sakder 

read the proposal and proposed it to me, recommended it to me 

Senator Specter. And who is he? 

Dr. Turaj. She. Dr. Myra Sakder was dean of the School of Edu- 
cation at that time and 

Senator Specter. Who else reviewed it? 

Dr. Turaj. The director of the Office of Program Development 
and Administration. 
Senator Specter. Did anybody else review the proposal? 
Dr. Turaj. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator Specter. Who, if anyone, reviewed 

Dr. Turaj. Mr. Norris, I am sure, read it. 

Senator Specter. Who, if anyone, reviewed Dr. Reisman's qualifi- 
cations? 

Dr. Turaj. I think that they were reviewed in three ways, and I 
am not exactly sure in how much detail. Mr. Norris reviewed those 
qualifications and made some telephone calls concerning them. I 
think he even asked the registrar of our university to call and as- 
certain the degrees and when they were received. 

The department in which the appointment is made, in this case 
it is the School of Education, which is a department of the College 
of Arts and Sciences, has the obligation to propose an appointment 
of any kind, either a research appointment or a tenure track ap- 
pointment. In that procedure, there is something called the rank 
and tenure committee. The rank and tenure committee looks at the 
vita and decides whether or not such an appointment should be 
recommended. It then comes to me, and I look at it. If the recom- 
mendations are pretty much favorable when it gets to me, I tend to 
pass them on as a favorable recommendation. 

1 do want to make this point. In recommending people for re- 
search appointments it is tnur— perhaps it should not be, but it is 
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inmiTi f« T e tend * to S 6 le8S n » orou8 than for those who would be 
m^E g fn°r r £2T Ju a ? a PP° int ment«- The nature of such appoint! 

SSS-STJ^ that come ^ 81,8018 or with contractual ar- 
rangements is temporary, maybe a year. It may be 2 vears W» 

TtehL 10 kn ° W J hat th0Se "5** are tru^who ther^'th.y 
be, that they are not masquerading under false nanus or false 
identities .or nave false qualiftcations^And usually thXS^eSta arl 
already being recommended to us in some fashfon oVattr bJ 
professional organizations or by qualified institution* i In f his cm? 
for example, it was the Office of Juvenile Justtee which we S 
mSiW^L?* Rei8man ' 8 work and believed thS DrRels" 

f.ir;L . /L r ney made no commendations, but I am sure of the 

S3 1,6 a po,enttol raluable 

Senator Specisb. What input did American University have in 
man^ro^lf ° r 8Valuating the «* *mf*2^l£tuZ 
Dr. Turaj. The ultimate cost? 
Senator Specter. Yes. 

Dr. Turaj. I think we had a great deal of input. I talked vester- 

tbhVX^h* 0 ^™^**??" wh0 wo?ked on Z Cget 
aSSJ** ^ k and wltn Dr Ataman, presumably. And heln- 
ft?^ waS l nfa ? 1 i? int de8i 8"- H e al *> indicated at that 
G a ve% h5?d h J Z t «/ ndlCat ? 1 to y0U ' that ne found Mr Heck to 

asked JS ili^^ l ?L to ?} M °f C08ts and which were 

asked for and which would be allowed or not allowed 

nJS? Q a i° r SpEC ™ R - Dr Reisman identifies herself on page 5 c her 
program narrative as a, quote, "full research professor* . ,uote 
boes such a posits differ from any other kinH r^earch \ ' "$Z 

tt |£i r \T U .u AJ * Ye8 i We ha , ve ^search ranks which roughly rin par- 
proressor. I here could be an assistant research professor. 

seaWoS* IS thCre 8 fUH ° F 1888 than fuU 0r parUime re - 
Dr Turaj. Yes. there could be an associate research professor 

fJS!? XrrER 18 there 8 P ° 8ition known 88 ful1 research 
Dr. Turaj. Research professor is it. But, yes, you would sav it in 

miiT^h^^ pr e88or is but you «* n *** u is a 

Dr. Turaj. It is the equivalent of a full 

Senator Specter. Have you seen anybody else put on their 
resume full research professor? P 

Dr. Turaj. I do not remember, but it is not unusual for a Derson 
pro^or atta,m>d hiKh<?8t mnk 0f a P^fesso? to^y Iam^ ^11 

JSSST SPK<TER ' HaVe ' V °' U Seen Someone P ut that on their 
Dr. Turaj Yes. 
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Senator Specter. Having heard all that you have heard today, 
and knowing more about Dr. Reisman's program than you did 
when you undertook it, do you have any doubts, Dr. Berendzen, as 
to the valae of the program or American University's interest in 
continuing the arrangement? 

Mr. Berendzen. Well, with respect to the benefit that an institu- 
tion obtains from a research professor and the grant, let us be 

Suite clear what it is and what it is not. Earlier on, the sum of 
800,000 was mentioned. That, as I understand it, would be for a 2- 
year period. I gather, at the current rate it is being expended, it 
would be more like $350,000. In any case, the overhead of the uni- 
versity in this, so I am told, is 30 percent. This would mean that if 
it went for completion in 2 years at the full amount, it would be 
$240,000. If it is at the reduced rate, it would be more on the order 
of $100,000, or $50,000 per year. 

There is the other side of the coin, too. That is the amount of 
time that is taken on the part of the president, the dean, the pro- 
vost, the vice provost, and a host of other people. On a shear mone- 
tary basis it would be hard to prove that this grant or some others 
in fact add much financially to the institution. It really does not 
make much difference to us financially. 

The other component is nonfinancial. That is augmenting the in- 
tellectual base of an institution, presumably collegial interaction- 
one faculty member interacting with another in stimulating new 
research and new ideas. In that context, it is still a moot question 
what this particular grant will lead to, because the project is still 
so young. . . 

It is certainly true that, so far, it has been so controversial, in- 
volved so much discussion that the benefits are fairly slight com- 
pared with 

Senator Specter. Produced substantial collegial interaction 

Mr. Berendzen. Well, Dr. Reisman could answer that better 
than I could, but I do know 

Senator Specter. I could even answer that. 

Mr. Berendzen. Well, I perhaps did not hear your question ex- 
actly, but I thought yc i were referring to collegial interaction with 
our faculty in a campus. And if that is the question, she does cer- 
tainly interact with Dr. Sadker and others. 

Senator Specter. Do you have any intention of abandoning the 
project as a result of these proceedings? 

Mr. Berendzen. No. To do so, I think, would probably be a viola- 
tion of academic freedom, and we try to guard that very carefully 
in our campus. 

Senator Specter. Aside from the issue of academic freedom— and 
I verv much appreciate what you are saying about that— you do 
not have any second thoughts about the value of the entire proiect? 

Mr. Berendzen. No. That question has not come to something 
that I would try to reach a judgment about. Whether the provost or 
others at the institution would, I do not know; but to the best of 
mv knowledge, no. 

Senator Specter. Dean Turaj, would you agree with what Presi- 
dent Berendzen has said? 

Dr. Turaj. Yes, I would. I would not prejudge research, nor 
would I prejudge this research any more than I would any other, 
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unless it were patently absurd. I would not like to entertain re- 
search at the university to prove that the world was flat. But, on 
the other hand, we do know that content has effect upon people. If 
we did not know that, we would not have taken whiskey ads off 
television; we would not have taken cigarette ads off of television; 
we would not be talking now about taking wine and beer fids off 
television. We are worried about the influence and effect of content 
upon people. 

This is a grant which wants to get at the nature of content, clas- 
sify it, have it appraised by other professionals. I would hope that 
the grants procedures would be refined as they go along and 
become more skillful. The university is in fact involved in working 
with Dr. Reisman to that end. But I find that the purpose is honor- 
able, a perfectly plausible piece of research. It may prove to be 
helpful. We do not know that. 

But if we could prejudge a piece of research, there is no point 
doing it. 

Senator Spkcter. Senator Metzenbaum? 

Senator Metzenbaum. First, Dr. Berendzen, even if you are mis- 
taken about Mr. Martin's phone call of May 13 concerning the Jus- 
tice Department grant— and I do not think you have indicated that 
you are mistaken, and your notes confirm the May 13— but, if you 
were, it would not have been later than June 2. Is that correct, ac- 
cording to your logs? 

Mr. Berendzen. According to my logs, we have entries during 
that timeframe of only two calls, when Mr. Martin called me. One 
was on May 18, 1983. The other was on June 2, 1983. From there 
on, I have to go by my recollection. 

My recollection is that in one instance he called and mentioned 
Dr. Reisman. On a second instance, he called to discuss it further. 

We could have failed to enter something in the phone log; that is 
possible. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Mr. Regnery, your office first talked to 
Ms. Reisman on May 24. But by June 2, 9 days later, Mr. Martin is 
telling Dr. Berendzen that she may have a Justice Department 

grant. 

Would you explain that to me? Is not that pretty fast service 
when we are talking about grants being awarded? 

Mr. Rkgnkky. We had not, in fact, awarded her a grant, I guess, 
by June 2. 

When did we award the grant? 

Mr. Wootton. It was not until the fall that it was actually 
awarded. 

Mr. Rk<;nkky. We may have mentioned to her that we were in- 
terested in the subject matter and that, if she wanted to pursue it, 
we would be interested in discussing it with her further. I suspect 
that is about the nature of the conversation. 

We do not have the ability to promise people orally to make 
grants. In fact, nobody has a grant until the grant has been signed 
and returned to us, signed by the recipient, 

Senator Mktzknbal*m. But yet a man out in Texas is calling Dr. 
Berendzen and is saying that the Justice Department was interest- 
ed in Dr. Reisman s forthcoming research on possible linkages be- 
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tween pornography and child abuse, and that the Justice Depart- 
ment probably would award a grant to support her next study. 

Mr. Regnery. I have no control over what somebody says in 
Texas about whether or not the Justice Department is going to 
award grants. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Ms. Reisman, from July 11 to July 15, you 
attended a 4-day workshop at Sam Houston State University in 
Huntsville, TX. And you spoke on behalf of the Office of Juvenile 
Justice. For whom were you working at that time? 

Dr. Reisman. First of all, Senator, I do not know that I spoke. I 
accept you must have an affidavit there. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Pardon? 

Dr. Reisman. You must have some sort of an affidavit that I am 
not aware of. I will just assume that you are correct. I have no 
idea. 

Senator Metzenbaum. I have the schedule, I think it is, or the 
program. 

I will come back to that, because I have the program of that 4- 
dav workshop at Sam Houston. 

Now, the question that I have of you is, were you working for the 
Office of Juvenile Justice at that point? 

Dr. Reisman. I was absolutely not. I was not employed. No, I 
never worked for the Office of Juvenile Justice. I was employed by 
American University at the signing of the grant, which was Febru- 
ary, and my first pay began at that time. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Who paid for the trip to Huntsville? 

Dr. Reisman. You will have to check with OJJDP on that. I be- 
lieve it was the criminal center there. But I do not know. You will 
have to check with them. I did 

Mr. Regnery. We had a grant to Sam Houston State University 
in Texas to put on some seminars. And I believe there was some 
money in that grant for them to bring people to those seminars. 

Senator Metzenbaum. So, you arranged for them to bring 

Mr. Regnery. No; Sam Houston University would have arranged 
that. That was a grant that we had made sometime previous to 
that. 

Dr. Reisman. But I did lecture there. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Let me ask you this. You just arrived 
from Haifa, You had been here for a little bit of time at that point. 
My question is, how does Sam Houston University see fit to call 
you and know that there was money available to pay your way? I 
am sort of curious. 

Mr. WoorroN. Senator, let me explain that. We gave a grant of 
about $i:tt,00O, I think, to Sam Houston State University, where 
they have a criminal justice center. And that money was partly our 
money and partly from the National Institute of Justice. It was to 
deal with a wide variety of issues, from sexual exploitation to serial 
murder. Bob Heck, who had made contact at this point with Dr. 
Reisman, is the project monitor of that grant, He suggested to 
Doug Moore, who was the recipient or the primary director of that 
project at Sam Houston State, that Dr. Judith Reisman would 
make a good presentation as to the subject matter. And she came 
down there and made a presentation. 
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iL I i a ^"" 1 f- as Mr. Regnery said, that the travel funds came out of 
that $137,000 grant to Sam Houston. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Thank you, Mr. Wootton. 

Then it is a fact that you did make a presentation at Sam Hous- 
ton ' 

Dr. Reisman. I certainly did, sir. 

Senator Metzenbaum. I thought you had said that, if I had an 
affidavit to that effect 

Dr. Reisman. No, you said that I spoke on behalf— please correct 
me You said that I spoke— what was it? Something about that I 
spoke for OJJDP or something. And I said I did not recall that I 
had said that. I do not know that I could have said that. And so I 
asked if you had an affidavit to that effect. 

Senator Metzenbaum. I do not wish to 

Dr. Reisman. I certainly did lecture, yes, sir. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Mr. Regnery, prior to May 24, 1983, had 
you ever heard of Ms. Reisman? 

Mr Regnery. I do not know the exact date. I had never heard of 
Ms. Reisman before she came in to see me, after she was on this 
radio show. In fact, I had not heard the radio show. So, it must 
have been probably the— what was the date of the radio show 9 

Senator Metzenbaum. May 23. 

Mr. Regnery. OK, I probably first heard of her on May 24 

Senator Metzenbaum. And yet it was on May 13 that Mr. Jack 
Martin called the president and said that she was going to get a 
grant. Now, how do 

Mr. Regnery. I think somebody is probably mistaken, because I 
had never heard of Jack Martin. Unless she was going to get a 
grant from somebody else at the Justice Department, I think some- 
body has some dates mixed up. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Had Pat Buchanan discussed her with you 
at any time prior to her appearance on his show? 

Mr. Regnery. No. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Now, Dean Turaj, on June 30, you re- 
ceived a memo from Myra Sadk^r, dean of the School of Special 
Education at American University 

Dr. Turaj. School of Education. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Of Education, fine, OK. Thank you for the 

correction. 

Ms. Sadker writes that she supports the rank and tenure com- 
mittee s recommendation of the appointment of Ms. Reisman as a 
research professor, but then goes on to say, only if she brings with 
her the money. She says: "Obviously, my recommendation that Dr. 
Keisman be appointed as a rerearch professor is contingent upon 
receipt of external Federal funding." 

Dr. Turaj. Yes, sir. 

Senator Metzenbaum. And that you would not have appointed 
her without her holding out the possibility of receiving a Federal 
grant in the sum of $800,000. Is that correct? 

Dr. Turaj. The appointment would have been contingent upon 
not necessarily the receipt of that amount of money particularly 
that you have mentioned, but it would have to be upon the receipt 
of a grant. Otherwise, Dr. Reisman would have nothing to do at 
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our university. If she was coming in order to run a grant that had 
to do with pornography, we needed to have a grant for her to run. 

Senator Metzenbaum. I think Dr. Berendzen is asking to com- 
ment. 

Mr. Berendzen. Yes; I might be able to clarify that for you, Sen- 
ator. We have a manual of information, regulations, and proce- 
dures dealing with the faculty personnel policies. The latest edition 
was put out on September 1, 1980. I will be glad to give it to you, if 
you like. Page 12 states the following with respect to research fac- 
ulty, and I will truncate most of it: 

Such an appointment does not confer membership on the faculty. Persons in theae 
ranks shall nave no presumption of a right to reappointment. These appointments 
carry no implication of or credit toward academic tenure. Appointments may be 
made on a part-time or full-time basis. 

Then the final sentence: 

A person holding such an appointment must have his or her salary entirely 
funded by sources outside the university. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Thank you, Dr. Berendzen. 

Now, Ms. Pamela Swain, what position do you now hold at the 
Department of Juvenile Justice? 

Ms. Swain. I am the Director of the Research and Program De- 
velopment Division. 

Senator Metzenbaum. You are a director 

Ms. Swain. Director of the Research and Program Development 
Division for the Office of Juvenile Justice. 

Senator Metzenbaum. When were you made Director of that de- 
partment? 

Ms. Swain. In August 1983. 

Senator Metzenbaum. This memo is a review of Dr. Reisman's 
application by you. I would like to take the time to read the entire 
memo because I think it is very important to this committee. 



This proposal consists of review and assessment of existing litera- 
ture in the areas of sexual exploitation, with an emphasis on por- 
nography and juvenile delinquency. Experts from a variety of disci- 
plines will review pornographic materials and studies in their own 
disciplines related to sex, juvenile delinquency, with an emphasis 
on violent behavior. The final product will be a report synthesizing 
this material and summarizing what is known about the relation- 
ships between child sexual exploitation and delinquency. 



For the following reasons, I believe this project can be accom- 
plished in a much shorter time and at a considerably reduced cost 
to the Federal Government. 

One. the literature on the relationship between sexual exploita- 
tion and delinquency is very limited. Furthermore, there have been 
several comprehensive reviews which involve the critical assess- 
ment of the research of media violence on behavior. 

Two. the assessment center program conducts similar reviews in 
*; to !> months, for a range of $20,000 to $40,000 depending on the 
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topic area. Since it would be desirable to increase the usual 
number of outside experts involved to 10 or 15 for this topic area, 
this may increase costs to approximately $60,000. It appears we 
would be paying for the establishment of an office in order to 
obtain an assessment of what is known about the relationship of 
sexual exploitation to juvenile delinquency. Therefore, I recom- 
mend that the assessment center be asked to develop a plan includ- 
ing a statement of work and budget estimate. Given the impor- 
tance of this topic, a separate recommendation for it to be part of 
their new work plan has already been forwarded to the TDS. 

Alternatively, it would be possible to competitively select an or- 
ganization to conduct this assessment. I believe that either of these 
two alternatives would result in more timely completion of the 
project at a greatly reduced cost. Conceivably, more funds could be 
made available to implement the program and/or research recom- 
mendations which would be produced as a result of the assessment. 

Ms. Swain, one has to assume that you read Ms. Reisman's grant 
proposal at the time you wrote that memo. Is that correct? 

Ms. Swain. Yes, Senator, I did. 

Senator Metzenbaum. And that proposal is about 40 pages long, 
as I understand, and goes into reasonable detail of the project. Ms 
Swain, would you tell the committee what occurred when you sent 
this memo to Mr. Regnery, what was his reaction, and what devel- 
oped as a consequence? 

Ms. Swain. I did not discuss the memorandum with Mr «Ree- 

nery. * 6 

Senator Metzenbaum. With whom did you discuss it? 
Ms. Swain. I did not discuss the memorandum. I sent it forward 
through the usual channels for reviewing an application. 
Senator Metzenbaum. Did you discuss it with Mr. Heck? 
Ms. Swain. No. I did not. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Nobody discussed your recommendation 
and your analysis with you? 
Ms. Swain. No, they did not. 

And I would like to add that this is not unusual, because the pro- 
posal at that point was not being handled in my division. It was 
being handled in another division. Often, reviews are requested 
from various divisions considering a proposal. 

The discussions were held with Mr. Robert Heck and the other 
people who were directly involved in processing the application 

Senator Metzenbaum. You were not a par. y to those discussions' 

Ms Swain. No, I was not. 

Senator Metzenbaum. When you testified in the House, you ex- 
plained thot the project differs in two important ways from what 
you understood at the time of the original review. First of all, you 
said: The scope of the literature review was broader than I had 
originally undf rstood. I had thought that * was going to be focused 
on examining research that directly looks at the link between por- 
nography, child exploitation, and juvenile delinquency. It will look 
at a variety of disciplines and look at research and media effects on 
juveniles and aduits and examine the implications of that research, 
looking at the effect of pornography on juvenile delinquency and 
exploitation. J 

As a lavman. would you explain to me what you just said? 
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Ms, Swain. That the scope of the literature review was to be 
broader than I originally understood. In other words, you can talk 
about a core of research which specifically has examined the rela- 
tionship between pornography, exploitation, and delinquency. In a 
field such as this, where the effort is exploratory, it is also impor- 
tant to look at research in related disciplines such as the whole 
area of the effect of media on behavior in order to better urder- 
stand the specific topic area you are interested in. 

I did not realize in reading the proposal the first time that the 
literature review was to include those other areas as well. 

Senator Metzenbaum. What other disciplines were you talking 
about? You said in areas of other disciplines. 

M9. Swain. Psychology, sociology, biology, a variety of disciplines 
were to be included. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Well, certainly nobody would make a 
study that would only just look at the literature itself. Whether 
you paid $20,000, or $40,000, or $60,000, you could just go— that 
would not get you very far. And certainly you had in mind that the 
$00,000 study you were talking about would certainly be doing 
something more than just looking at the literature, because that 
would not be a very valuable kind of look, just to look at the maga- 
zines and say there are a lot of pornographic magazines around. 

So, what were you contemplating for $60,000? 

Ms. Swain. Let me clarify that. When I talk about a review of 
the literature, I am not talking about the pornographic literature 
itself. I am talking about review of research that has been done on 
a particular area. And that can be a very complicated process. You 
are looking at the design of that research and assessing the conclu- 
sions. 

Senator Metzenbaum. When you looked at the proposal original- 
ly, you knew that she was talking about, because, on page 24 of the 
original proposal, it points out particular attention to the issue of 
juvenile, biological, neurophysiological imperatives, as viewed by 
our judging experts in response to mass media will be the overrid- 
ing commitment of the project director. Now, that is what you just 
said were the other disciplines you were talking about. Now, she 
had already mentioned that. You had seen the application. You 
said it could be done for about $60,000, and it is being done for 
$S00,(MM). You told the House you did not understand that. 

Now, give me the distinction, because I am having $740,000 of 
difference difficulty. 

Ms Swain The difference is, I originally thought that the litera- 
ture review, the research review would focus on research that had 
been done in this area, of which there is not a lot. That means re- 
search which has directly tried to measure and understand the re- 
lationship between pornography and exploitation. The difference, 
a> 1 understand it now, is the literature review was to be much 
broader and also look at studies, while not directly focused on por- 
nography and exploitation and delinquency, they have important 
implications for that area because they deal with the effect of 
media on behavior. And those studies come from a variety of differ- 
ent disciplines. 
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r™ m c ^ TZEN u A V M ' Mr Regnery, now you had this memo 
from Ms. Swain, who is a trusted member of your staff, as a matter 

of fact, she gets a promotion from you not too lon b thereafter 

Mr. Regnery. She is one of my best employees, Senator. 

*«^Jm 0 ( L METZE • NBAU ,I^ l • °J£ She te,ls vou y° u can do it for 
$60,000 So you sign off on $800,000. I have a little difficulty in fol- 

X %» ng i ' P art,cularl y for one of your best employees 
Mr Reonery. It is not exactly that simple, Senator. I do not re- 
member saying it, but people have told me several times, that the 

SXi PV^r 8 - ,,wl s l n l !i e he " does this thin « 

225? u n i A W&a !° ld J y - the F° ple > *>y Mr Heck and by other 
people who had reviewed it at Sam Houston, that it very likelv 
could cost so much money. J »**>v 

What we did is, instead of making it a grant, we made it a coop- 

mav £#8m Sw I " "Si" ' ° K ' fine ' if y ° U C8n 8h0W me that *t 
may cost $800 000, I am willing to take a gamble on it, but I have 

control of it. It might only cost $50,000. If it only cost $50?00u! 
under the cooperative agreement arrangement that we made, then 
that is as much as they would get. 

So, by doing it that way, we controlled the amount of money that 
was spent, and at the same time gave the possibility of using that 
much if they needed it. 

Senator Metzenbaum. You know, Mr. Regnery, that the Ameri- 
can Psychological Association, in its issue of July 1984, has your 
picture on the front cover and an article, "Discretionary Justice, 
the Furor over Juvenile Research Funds." They point out that, of 
the grants you have made, the 2-year $800,000 grant to Reisman 
has drawn the most criticism from the media and Members of Con- 
gress. 

They go on to say: 

i,^'nTV a ' d r that J quite a few expert8 have commented favorably on her proposal 

«r»l 7 -1 y th< ' Mon,,or t0 loo , k at Reismans proposals had differing but. in gen- 
eral, negative opinions on its quality B 

As a matter of fact, they quote a psychologist from the Universi- 
ty of Irvine by the name of Gilbert Geiss. He is the reviewer for 
the ( enter for Crime and Delinquency, now known as the Center 
for Violence and Antisocial Behavior at NIMH. He was adament: 

rvI.t ,V i'. n " V " r , SW ' n anvthin ,K Iikt ' this 'n thirty-three years of looking at grant pro- 

T t rl! S rt a 7 a Y- Wll , d ' P.™P«w'- doesn't know anything about sfatisS 

• n ( K a , de 1 M° U L dn 1 fu , nd « mnt in a million years. I don ! t know 

anyone in the wh..|». world who would fund this grant 

The article goes on to say that, as for the consultants, she wrote 
in her application: 

We have every reason to believe that participation may be gained from such 
v-holars as Nea Malamuth, Bruce Bettelheim. Jessie Bernard. Rol o May far 
<...rhn,r. .J,rrv I.,v>. [>on«ld Symons. Sarah Hardy. Kenneth (ffrk anfihtTke. 

One year later. Reisman said she had nor yet contacted any of 
the persons on her list and would prefer tht.t their names not be 
published. It goes on to say that Ms. Reisman cites no sources for 
various statistics in her application such as the estimate tl at there 
are 2.4 million teenage prostitutes or that 50 percent of convicted 
teenage rapists rape again. 
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'it is hardly in the empirical world we all grew up in," com- 
mented psychologist Dean Fixon of Boys Town, who reviewed the 
application for this article. It is a whole lot of personal opinion 
stated as fact. It is very dramatic. My mouth was watering as I 
read the application. I kept thinking that she knew something the 
rest of us did not know. I was appalled by the lack of references, he 
said, though he noted that she had cited material from Ladies 
Home Journal and Woman's Day. 

Then, well, there is so much more in this article where the psy- 
chologists, almost to a man and woman, come to the conclusion 
that they question how anyone could get a grant of this kind from 
your department and of these dimensions. I just wonder whether in 
retrospect you do not have some second thoughts as to whether the 
university, whether or not your department should have gone out 
and sought this woman, based upon a radio program, which, as I 
ur erstand it, mainly had to do with a critique of Dr. Kinsey's re- 
pot ts or certain portions of it, selected her, and chose to give her 
through the university $800,000. 

I just question how the Federal Government's iunds are beins 
spent if in two cases, two of your biggest grants— you said to Sena* 
tor Specter that vou had grants more than $4 million, a number oi' 
them. I must tell you that I have looked through the list, and I do 
not 

Mr. Rkonkry. That is net what I said, Senator. 
Senator Metzenbaum, What did you 

Mr. Rkonery. I said that this is a $2 million grant and that, for 
this year, the Missing Children's Center was larger at $2.3 mil- 
lion 

Senator Metzenbaum. Wait a rainute, wait a minute, wait a 
minute. Is it not the fact that the children's— which one did you 
say was larger? 

Mr. Regnery. The Missing Children's Center. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Is not the Missing Children grant $3.3 
million and the figures that you gave the House is that this grant 
is $t v !)!NMHM)? 

Mr. Regnery. Now, you are talking about Pepperdine. That 
could be that much if they get the second year. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Well so, what I am saying to you is that 
this is on* 1 of the biggest grants, as I look througn this lait 

Mr. Regnery. It is a large grant. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Pardon? 

Mr Regnery. It is a large grant. 

Senator Metzenbaum. And the whole psychology community 
seems to have real reservations about it. And 1 have a concern that 
doe*; not really relate to this woman who appears before us. It has 
to do with you and your department and hearing somebody on a 
radio program and deciding after that radio program that you are 
gomg to make a grant to her. And when the university does not 
move hist enough, the White House winds up calling the university 
and >ays. what's holding things up. 

I have to only assume you got the White House to do it, because 
I cannot assume anything else, because it is right; in your depart- 
ment 

Senator Si'KcTKK Why do you not ask him. before assuming? 
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Senator Metzenhaum. Well, I am leaving the question right now 
so he may respond in any way that he wants, because I covered a 
rather broad-based area. I certainly have no problems, Mr. Reg- 
nery, in your responding. So that I will satisfy my chairman, I am 
asking you. Did you ask the White House to call? 

Mr. Regnery. You did ask me quite a few questions, Senator. I 
guess that I probably could not answer all of them if I tried, unless 
they were read back to me one by one. I do think you mischaracter- 
ized grossly what has gone on at this hearing. I am astounded, I 
guess, to listen to your question, after having listened to all that 
has gone on here about how the grant was made. 

In any case, let me say that I think that I would agree with Dr. 
Berendzen that I have trouble because people criticize something 
we are doing, claiming we shouldn't have done it after all, it was a 
bad idea. I think that, with the controls, as I explained them, that 
we have on this grant, with the cooperative agreement and the 
ability to change the thing as we go along, with the way we can 
appoint new people as advisers, with our ability to change the 
methodology of the grant, and other things which we are in the 
process of doing, then we can come up with a product that is 
worthy of the amount of money that we spend on it. 

As I said before, we are not necessarily spending $800,000. In 
fact, it looks as though we will spend closer to $300,000, $350,000 in 
the 2-year period. 

As I look back at grants that are made by my office in years 

East, at the millions and millions and millions of dollars that have 
een spent on various programs where nothing has resulted, no, I 
am not ashamed at all of the fact that . e are looking into some- 
thing as serious as the exploitation of children and pornography 
for a sum of $300,000 or even $800,000, if we can corne up with 
something that will shed some light on what is certainly a very, 
very difficult problem and which a lot of people, most people, in 

fact, do not know very much about. As far as the White 

Senator Metzenbaum. Nobody would question your looking at 
the subject. Some might question the amount involved and also 
might question whether you have obtained the best experts in the 
f eld. 

Mr. Regnkry. Well, that is fine. And if that is so, I would think 
that t he people that belong to the American Psychological Associa- 
tion would have the gut* to come to me and tell me what their 
problems are instead oi* writing it in a magazine. Nobody has ever 
called me about 't. Nobody has ever called my office that I know of 
to complain ;ibout it. I would think that, if they are so concerned 
about it, (hey vn :uid be in my office, either with letters or in 
}H-rson. to describe to us what they think should be done, because, 
in fact, we have the ability under the agreement witn American 
University to change any of those things. We can change, as I said, 
tin- methodology We can change the people on the grant or any- 
thing else in order to make it a good product. I just have to believe 
that many of those people are not really concerned about the tech- 
nical aspects of the grant as much as thev are the substance, be- 
cause I think, if they were really concerned" about the issues we are 
talki *g about, they would be here trving to help us do a good job 
But they are not 
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Senator Mktzknbaum. ! might Hay I find nothing in their nrthrir 
questioning the matter of gcaij: into this area. TiuU ts not the 
thrust of 

Mr. Reunery. Of course, they would not say that on the surface. 
But I think that that is alleged throughout. 

As far as the White House is concerned, I have had ongoing dis- 
cussions with Mr. Chapman for about as long aa he has been in the 
White House, wliich is sometime after I came, on family issues. He 
was aware of the fact that we were discussing with American Uni- 
versity a grant on pornography. I believe that the way Dr. Berend- 
zen characterized the phone call, as far as I know, is correct. Mr. 
Chapman had called my office to find out where it was* And I said, 
as far as I could recall, we had signed the grant, it was at Ameri- 
can University, and I didn't know what is going on out there. 

He did call me, in fact, before he called Dr. Berendzen to find out 
who he should call. And I said, "I really do not know; I would sug- 
gest you call the President." 

Senator Mktzknbaum. I have one last question. Ms. Reisman, in 
that article there were a number of names mentioned that appar- 
ently you had used in your application. Are any of them onboard 
now, or have they been retained, or are they being consulted pro- 
fessionally? If not, what prominent psychologists or biologists or 
neurologists or whatever are a part of your grant as of this point? 

Dr. Reisman. First of all, Senator, I am going to have to make 
one statement regarding that article. It misstates the matter in 
very many respects, and it is untruthful, flatly, in other respects. 
And I have been advised by counsel not to seek to defend those par- 
ticular untruths in this forum. 

Now, having said that, I have been contacting various people, 
One of the people that I did contact was Neal Malamuth, a person 
who was mentioned, that happened to be correct, and quite a few 
other people. 

I arn hesitant at this point, perhaps I should not have even men- 
tioned Dr. Malamuth, because I am not quite sure now what the 
next step is in terms of checking with people to make sure that 
they, you know, that they have agreed or not agreed to participate. 

I have contacted reasonably important people. And as soon as— 
we haw several people, by the way, who have agreed to be in- 
volved in the project and will be involved in the project. We will 
announce that as soon as it is official in a document. 

Senator M..<zknbal p m. Well, I am jest asking you, whom have 
you hired to date? The award was made December 22, \[)Hll Who 
has b*»t»n hin»d 

I)r Rkisman. No, the award was accepted by the university, Sen- 
ator, in February We have actually been onboard, in terms of our 
project, only since February So, that is less than <> months, or ap- 
proximately f> months. We have changed the nature of the project, 
in fart, so that we are now involved in phase I. Phase 1 does not 
involve hignitlcant use of any other top-flight academicians at this 
point 

I did contact Dr. Malamuth and several other people, mainly be- 
came they will. I hope, be involved in a peer review of our content 
analysis instrument. That will go out to them for a peer review, 
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We have been working on that and developing it for the paat sever- 
al months. That will cross all those sections. 

Senator Metzenb a um . I guess I am trying just to ask one simple 
question: whom have you hired professionally? 

Dr. Reismaw. I do not think 1 made myself clear, Senator. We 
haw cut or changed 

Senator Metzenbaum. Is the answer no one? 

Dr. Reisman. We have changed the position of the grant, so we 
are now engaged in phase 1 of the grant. In this phase, we do not 
require additional assistance from large important individuals out- 
side the institution. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Whom have you hired to date' 

Dr. Reisman. In consul tance, or 

Senator Metzenbaum. Anybody. 

Dr. Reisman. You would have to check 

Senator Metzenbaum. Do you have a large staff, small staff? I 
have no idea. 

,. D 4 r Redman. Well, I think you would have to be the judge of 
that. We have a secretary, not an administrative secretary, a secre- 
tary. I have two graduate students. We have an editor, writer 
person who helps with the coding. We have the people necessary 
for the content analysis part of the project. That's it. That is who 
we have. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Has anybody that you have contacted de- 
clined to join your team? 

Dr. Reisman. I think I would have to presume to say that that 
could relate to the article in question, and this is not the appropri- 
ate forum for that, Senator. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Well, the answer is either yes or no. Has 
anybody declined to join your team? 

Dr. Reisman. I am not in a position to state that, Senator. That 
would have to be referred to another forum. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Well, then may I infer from your answer 
that there have indeed been some who have declined 

Dr. Reisman. You can decide whatever you wish, Senator. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Can you explain to me why you cannot 
answer that question? 

Dr. Reisman. Under advice of counsel that this is not the appro- 
priate forum to deal with that particular matter. 

Senator Metzenbaum. My question has nothing at all to do with 
the article. My question is, have-I am not asking about the article 
or names in the article. I am asking you whether or not, is it not 
the fact that some prominent people in the field have declined to 
join your team? 

Dr. Reisman. No. that is not a fact. Senator. 

Senator Metzenbaum. What is the fact then? 

Dr. Reisman. Some have not. 

Senator Metzenbaum. Pardon? 

Dr Reisman. I mean, that is not correct. 

Senator Metzenbaum. What is the fact'.' 

Dr Reisman. I will have to refer to counsel on that If you 
prefer. I can ko out and call and find out how I am supposed to 
deal with that particular part of it. 
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Senator Mktzenbaum. I can only ask the questions, Ms. Reis- 
man. You have to provide the answers. If you do not want to 
answer, that is up to you. 

Dr. Reisman. OK. 

Senator Specter. Thank you all very much. We will now move to 
the next panel. 
The next panel is Robert L. Woodson and Robbie Callaway. 
While the next panel is coming in, I am going to read into the 
record the letter from Mr. George Nicholson to me dated July 25, 



Thank you for your courtesy and interest in connection with preparing for Senate 
oversight proceedings of the Federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre* 
vention, to be held 

Let there be order, please. If you choose to leave, leave quietly. 

I hope the following is useful in these proceedings. During late 1983 the Adminis- 
trator of OJJDP was referred to me in my capacities as a former Senior Assistant 
Attorney General and Director of the California Department of Justice's School 
Safety (Vnter and as a then member of the California Governor's Office of Planning 
and Research. In those contexts, I was assigned to provide background and assist* 
ance and to help OJJDP's Administrator to better understand campus climate 
issues, especially as they relate to school safety. 

During the next several weeks, in an effort to assist OJJDP's Administrator and 
the Federal Government, I provided substantial assistance personally on behalf of 
this State. As time passed and OJJDP's Administrator and other Federal officials 
began to formulate their views, I was asked to consider the possibility of becoming 
more directly involved. Thereafter. I and others devoted considerable time and at- 
tention to analyzing what might be done nationally and how I and they might help. 
Eventually, I became directly involved, as did Pepperdine University at my sole per* 
sonal invitation. I had 'no prior relationship with or interest in the university. In 
fact, my first contact with the university was made by calling Los Angeles tele- 
phone information, asking for a university telephone number, dialing it, getting a 
receptionist, and asking for the person in charge of the university. 

I was then fortuitously and directly connected late on a Friday afternoon with Ex- 
ecutive Vice President David Davenport, whose secretary happened not to be there. 
Both my and Pepperdine University s involvements were prompted by a proper invi- 
tation and encouragement of appropriate Federal officials acting lawfully and re- 
sponsibly 

At no time did Presidential Counsellor Edwin Mease III personally initiate or seek 
in any way to involve me or Pepperdine. 

Once commitments were made, both by us and the Federal Government, we vigor- 
ously pursued those commitments. Thereafter, certain critics, some of whom were 
staff and/or members of either the Congress or the United States Senate and cer- 
tain OJJDP staff, often anomymously, precipitated or participated in news media 
accounts which were unjustifiably and inaccurately derogatory to OJJDP's Adminis- 
trator, to me. and to Pepperdine University. 

One news chain or network after another has picked up the same identical theme 
days or often weeks apart and has presented it as if it is original and never before 
published or seen When ABC's national news aired the matter recently, long after 
it had widely appeared numerous times elsewhere in the news media, it was la- 
belled on screen as a major new investigative report. That investigative report used 
one Congressman, a Senator, and three OJJDP employees to attempt to create a 
story where in fact there was none. 

The bottom line of all this is very simple. OJJDP's Administrator was appointed 
hv the President and confirmed by the United States Senate to do the job, among 
others, that he has done in our case. I and the others on the staff of the National 
School Safety Center and Pepperdine University were lawfully invited into all of 
this by that presidential appointee, who was confirmed by the Senate. We are all 
dedicated to doing K<xxi for America's public schools and the children, teachers, and 
staff in them and the communities in which they exist. 

Nevertheless, the immense potential for good, which our relationship with the 
Federal Government continues to hold, has been unnecessarily and senselessly tar- 
nished b> a seemingly endless collaboration by certain Federal governmental offi- 
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cials and the newn minim to create an apparent issue of impropriety where there is 
most emphatically none. 

We hope these proceedings can help put that to an end. 

Most cordially, George Nicholson. 

Copies to David Davenport, executive vice president of Pepperdine, and Mr. 
Alfred Regnery, Administrator of OJJDP. 

Gentlemen, thank you very much for joining us at this proceed- 
ing. Will you please identify yourselves? I see that we have called 
for two and gotten three. 

STATEMENTS OF ROBERT L. WOODSON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
CENTER FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ENTERPRISE, ACCOMPANIED BY 
MARK THENNES, DIRECTOR OF PROGRAMS, AND ROBBIE 
CALLAWAY, DIRECTOR OF GOVERNMENT/UNITED WAY RELA- 
TIONS, BOYS CLUBS OF AMERICA 

Mr. Woodson. Mr. Chairman, I am Robert L. Woodson, president 
and founder of the National Center for Neighborhood Enterprise. I 
have asked my staff member, Mr. Mark Thennes, to join me in re- 
spond ing to questions. 

Mr. Callaway. My name is Robbie Callaway. I am director of 
Government/United Way Relations for Boys Clubs of America. 

Senator Spkcter. Is it Dr. Woodson or Mr. Woodson? 

Mr. Woodson. Mr, Woodson. 

Senator Specter. Mr. Woodson, would you proceed, please? 

Mr. Woodson. Yes. Senator, I have monitored the Office of Juve- 
nile Justice since its inception. I conducted a study, "A Review of 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention of the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, for Congressman 
Rodino's Subcommittee on Crime, Judiciary Committee in 1978. I 
have spent many years working in the fields of juvenile justice and 
child welfare in our native city of Philadelphia and have worked in 
its juvenile institutions, with many of the young men you sen- 
tenced. You were a prosecutor, Senator. 

One great concern that I share with others is the issue of fair- 
ness, and that is, the relationship of fairness to the effectiveness of 
the Juvenile Justice Act in controlling delinquent behavior and 
bringing about juvenile justice. 

In the first place, in a 5-year period $650 million was spent by 
the Office of Juvenile Justice. Yet the American public is con- 
corned about the rising number of violent offenses by youth against 
the public. Children between the ages of 15 and 21 comprise about 
!> percent of the total population, and account for half of all proper- 
ty crime and one-fourth of all crimes of violence. Half of these 
youngsters are minority— black, and Hispanic youngsters. If you 
examine the record, however, you will find, that although many ad- 
vocates of OJJDP use the statistics about violent offenders to justi- 
fy expenditures, most of the moneys expended by the Office of Ju- 
venile Justice was spent to deinstitutionalize status offenders. 

Therefore, if we look at the effectiveness of the Juvenile Justice 
Act over a long period of time, we will find that many violent of- 
fenders, have been ignored by the Office of Juvenile Justice in def- 
erence to deinstitutionalizing status offenders. As a consequence, 
the Juvenile Justice Act and its programs have often exacerbated 
some of the very problems it was designed to solve. Many black 
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and Hispanic youth have been ignored by OJJDP programs and 
policies, their numbers are increasing in our country's prisons. 

Senator Specter. Do you think that grants ought to be made 
competitively? 

Mr. Woodson. Senator, the competitive grants do not encourage 
neighborhood people who have proven themselves to be effective in 
working with high risk youth. They do not read the Federal Regis- 
ter and they are often unable to respond to the kind of applications 
required for funding. 

Senator Specter. Do you think a competitive grant is an irrele- 
vancy on programs of this sort? 

Mr. Woodson. Yes. Competitive process has not resulted in fair- 
ness in terms of getting funds to the problem. 

Senator Specter. Wait a minute. You say competitive process 
has not resulted in fairness. Where has the competitive process 
been tried? 

Mr. Woodson. Say it again, Senator? 

Senator Specter. Where has the competitive process been tried? 

Mr. Woodson. The competitive process has been tried in the 
Office of Juvenile Justice since its inception. 

Senator Specter. Prior to Mr. Regnery's 

Mr. Woodson. Yes, there nave been some competitive grant proc- 
esses in the Office of Juvenile 

Senator Specter. Has that worked badly? 

Mr. Woodson. Yes. 

Senator Specter. Can you be specific? 

Mr. Woodson. In the period covered in my study, 1976-77, there 
were 2fi() grants awarded. Only six of those grants went to minority 
groups. Most of the grants went to organizations not addressing the 
issue of serious violent offenders. So, therefore, the money is not 
getting 

Senator Specter. Are you saying minority groups do not have a 
fair shake if it is competitive? 

Mr. Woodson. Yes. I am saying that, Senator, because many 
groups at the local level, who are addressing the problems effec- 
tively, do not read or have access to the Federal Register. They are 
not able to hire the sophisticated writers that enable them to apply 
fwr these moneys. 

Senator Specter. Well, might there be a distinction as to the ap- 
plications involving minorities and other groups? You might have 
an affirmative action program of the sort 

Mr. Woodson. No. 1 do not think that is the route because 

Senator Specter. Let me finish before you respond. 

As I was saying, you might have an affirmative action program 
of the sort tor minorities, if you are dealing with, as you character- 
ize it. people who do not read the Federal Register but have com- 
petitive grants in other lines. 

Mr Woodson. No, I am not advocating an affirmative action pro- 
gram to address that. What I am saying. Senator, is that sole 
source grants enable an administrator to reach creative programs 
at the local level and. therefore, assist the minority population 
more effectively An example is the ('ASA Program funded by the 
Office of Juvenile Justice under Mr. Regnery that addressed the 
is>ue of foster care. 
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Senator Specter. Mr. Woodson, you yourself have been a recipi- 
ent of a grant, correct? 
Mr. Woodson. Just recently for the first time. 
Senator Specter. Was that on a noncompetitive basis? 
Mr. Woodson. Yes, it was. 

Senator Specter. Tell us just a little bit about how much you 
were awarded and how you went about it, what it involved. 

Mr. Woodson. I have written two books on youth crime and writ- 
ten numerous articles on neighborhood-based approaches to the 
control and prevention of youth crime and neighborhood revitaliza- 
tion. I edited the only book that I know of that expresses the view 
of young people who have been successfully reached at the grass- 
roots level and their advocates. It was reviewed favorably by the 
Vanderbilt Law Review. 

I approached Mr. Regnery and the Office of Juvenile Justice with 
a program concept that will provide vouchers to grassroots organi- 
zation? that t»re already controlling and preventing youth crime 
successfully at the local level and are not OJJDP applicants. 

Senator Specter. How did that work? You are going to have 
vouchers to prevent crime at the local level 

Mr. Woodson. Many of the local groups that I described are of 
modest means and cannot respond directly to OJJDP, they do not 
have the money to respond to competitive applications but never- 
theless are doing an effective job. They often need only a minimal 
amount of money, $2,000 or $3,000, to help them to be more effec- 
tive. 

Senator Specter. Who is going to make the decision as to which 
groups get that money? You? 
Mr. Woodson. No; an advisory committee. 
Mark, do you want to address that? 

Mr. Thennes. We will review group applications internally. 
There will be a process that we go through locally. But I think the 
more important point here, Senator, is that these groups will 
define for themselves what their needs are. When they respond in 
a national competition, the Office of Juvenile Justice has designed 
a program that says what the communities need 

Senator Specter. What are these groups going to do with the 
money? 

Mr. Woodson. What they are already doing. 

Senator Specter. Give me an illustration of one group. 

Mr. Woodson. There is a tremendous gang violence problem in 
Los Angeles. Leon Watkins worked closely with a neighborhood 
street gang that was intimidating local merchants, in fact the gang 
demanded that local merchants leave food and money on their 
hack steps. U'on met with local merchants and organized them to 
meet with the local gang leader. As a consequence of approaching 
this young man positively. Leon persuaded him to stop gang vio- 
lence and use his influence with the gang constructiveiy. Gang ac- 
tivity was neutralized in the neighborhood. Later that same gang 
leader and an associate prevented a store from being burglarized, 
brought the offender out, and they and Mr. Watkins called the 
police. 

Senator Specter. And you are suggesting that a man like Mr. 
Watkins get these funds? 
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Mr. Woodson. A man like Mr. Watkins and the organization 
that he has founded several years ago is operating on a very mini- 
mal budget. His group is representative of the kind of organization 
that would receive technical assistance to help develop programs to 
expand its influence to other gang members and also assist these 
young people in getting jobs and a number of other positive things. 

Senator Specter. And you are going to be — you or your group 
would make the selections for such disbursements? 

Mr. Woodson. Yes. 

Senator Specter. And how much money do you have all togeth- 
er? 

Mr. Thennes. $427,000 for 1 year. 

Mr. Woodson. How much of that goes to neighborhood groups? 
Mr. Thennes. We expect to provide vouchers in the amount of 
$150,000. 
Senator Specter. It is $427,000? 
Mr. Thennes. Yes. 
Senator Specter. For 1 year? 
Mr. Woodson. Yes. 

Senator Specter. And who is the recipient? 

Mr. Woodson. The National Center for Neighborhood Enterprise. 

Senator Specter. That is a nonprofit corporation? 

Mr. Woodson. Yes. 

Senator Specter. Who are the incorporators? 

Mr. Woodson. Mr. Clifton Henry, chairman of the board; Mr. M. 
Carl Holman, National Urban Coalition; Dr. Brigitte Berger, chair* 
man of the sociology department at Wellesle* College; Dr. Paul 
McCracken of the University of Michigan; Ni ■ Carl Hardrick, a 
neighborhood leader in Hartford, CT; Sister Falaka Fattah, Phila- 
delphia 

Senator Specter. Where is this 

Mr. Woodson. In Washington, DC. 

Senator Specter. In Washington? 

Mr. Woodson. Yes. 

Senator Specter. And how much of that do you expect to go to 
your group in Philadelphia? 

Mr. Woodson. We have not selected any of the groups in Phila- 
delphia 

Senator Specter. I see. 

Mr. Woodson [continuing]. Or anywhere. We are in the process 
of putting the program together. 

Senator Specter. And you work with this group out of Washing- 
ton? 

Mr. Woodson. Yes; we work with groups around the country 
that are not part of national networks. They are a source of solu- 
tions to many of our social and economic problems but are often 
ignored by the larger organizations. 

Senator Specter. We very much appreciate your coming. We will 
put your full statement into the record, without objection. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Woodson follows:] 
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PRLF'AKLU IiTArfc.Mf.Nf OF ROBERT L WOODSON 



Since OJJDP was first funded in 1975, the Office has been 
distrib*itit its discretionary funds by national competitions 
and by sole source grants. During this time* nearly all of the 
major national youth organizations have received grants sole 
source applications, and some through a competitive process 
limited to applications from national organizations (the De- 
linquency Prevention Initiative of 197o). 

So, it comes to pass in 1984* an election year, OJJDP once 
again is under attack* this time for its sole source approach to 
qrant s . 

Those attacking the sole source process favor the national 
competitive process* and would seek to eliminate sole source 
grants. They argue that a competitive process is a fair pro- 
cess. But is it really? 

OJJDP has committed tens of millions of dollars to national 
competitions. From the $2 million Capacity Building Initiative 
to the $6-$10 million Initiatives on Delinquency Prevention* 
Division, Alternative Education to the $15 million Initiatives 
on Restitution, Advocacy and Deinstitutionalization, OJJDP has 
consistently received 500-1000 applications for each Initiative* 
when only 10-20 could be funded. These competitions have had at 
least three major flaws: 

1) They raised false hopes for hundreds of neighborhood 
qroups who applied, as they are never told the odds 
aqainst them could be 50 or 100 to 1* 

2) They wasted thousands of hours of staff time writing 



proposals. It has has been estimated conservatively 

that it costs community groups from $1,0C0 to $3,000 to 
create an application tor government funds. Struggling 

.!}.••.. ]..«, wi>h *"<irrt' resources ,ue misled by these 

r.i-r i-onp«.» i Mens, an-! foreqi seekina more likely 

1 *■* •* 1 1 r »» sour»'vr . 

Thi-y l.irii'ly f •» l 1 e.J to fund indiqenous ne i qhbo r hood 
■K s wr>rkin<i effectively with serious offenders. 



H, p.TS.nal r*»s.«.ir<->. and (tsnrvnt ions show that thn more 
«.-p\*s» i«M*#».| f tr.iiiMonal institutions are the ones who get 
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funded. The mori*»y qoes to those who hire the best writers, not 
those delivering the best service. 

Sole source grants and contracts can be abused, too. Since 
OJJDP was created, juvenile justice advocates — myself included — 
have never agreed with anj£ OJJDP Administrator on all his 
grants. If we did now, it would be a sure sign Al Pegnery is 
not doing his job. 

The sole source process is the only way a neighborhood 
group can come to OJJDP with the needs they have identified in 
their community. All national competitions — the types of pro- 
grams, the process and priorities — were created at the national 
level, almost always without consulting indigenous neighborhood 
groups. National competition has forced local groups to change 
their needs to meet federal government regulations. 

But the current OJJDP Administrator has used the sole 
source process to greatly expand the scope of work OJJDP in 
involved in. The sole source grant that created the National 
center for Missing and Exploited Children is an outstanding 
example. Despite the longstanding suspicion that prolonged 
stays in foster care contributed to delinquency, it is only now 
that OJJDP has contributed to the Bureau of Social Science 
Research and Dr. Robert Hill to research this. The involvement 
of the juvenile court judges and their CASA program in reducing 
foster care drift is another. The grant to our National Center 
for technical assistance vouchers for neighborhood groups who 
previously couldn't obtain njjDP funds is another example. These 
sole source grants allow OJJDP to reach new constituencies and 
issu#»« * national competition could never do. 

The OJJDP Administrator probably is not on his way to 
soorinq a "perfect 10." but that does not justify changing the 
rtiles far srorinq in the middle of the event. But we know we 
are livinq in an aqe when a 9.95 gets booed. 
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Senator Specter. Mr. Callaway, or is it Dr. Callaway? 
Mr. Callaway. No, it's Robbie. 

Senator Specter. All right, Mr. Callawav, we would be very 
pleased to hear from you. 

TESTIMONY OF ROBBIE CALLAWAY 

Mr. Callaway. I know you want me to be as quick as possible, so 
I will. 

I am testifying on behalf of Boys Clubs of America today. I have 
testified before on behalf of other organizations in the past. 
Senator Specter. Yes. 

Mr. Callaway. This is Boys Clubs of America, representing 1.2 
million kids. We have got 45 clubs in Pennsylvania, 10 in Philadel- 
phia, your hometown. 

Boys Clubs of America is the recipient of a noncompetitive, sole- 
source grant, the reason being Boys Clubs of America is the only 
one who could do the work that we proposed to do. 

Senator Specter. How much does the grant amount to 9 

Mr. Callaway. It is $632,000 over a 2-year period. 

Let me explain. None of that grant goes into— I am director of 
Government and United Way Relations. None of that goes into my 
office or my salary. It is done by a program staff in New York City 
and it is put out to the clubs. 

The reason we are the only ones who could do it, Boys Clubs of 
io m nT a S 38 been in thia busine88 before any of us were here. In 
I860 the first Boys Club was founded. In 1906 the national organi- 
zation was founded. In 1956 Congress chartered the organization to 
do this type of work. 

Boys Clubs are neighborhood based, building centered. Seventy- 
five percent of the kids are from families with incomes under 
SI 2.<MM). Seventy-two percent are from families with four or more 
children Forty-six percent are from single-parent households. 
Iwenty-five percent of our kids are girls. 

We have always had prevention of delinquency as one of our 
major target areas. The very first Boys Clubs in the 1860's were 
created to serve, and I quote: bootblacks, newsboys, ragamuffins, 
and urchins who marauded in packs the streets of our cities. 

Those were the 1860's. We moved to 1977, and Boys Clubs of 
America received a grant from OJJ to do primary prevention. Let 
me read to you from a Justice Department document that says, by 
a highly respected Justice Department employee, a career person 
who has been there for years: The evaluation of the Boys Clubs of 
America program clearly establishes that this program exceeded its 
objectives. Further, it recorded a significant reduction in juvenile 
arrest rates over the 3 years in the demonstration sites. Most note- 
worthy is the achievement of the Boys Clubs of America in increas- 
ing its capability to support delinquency prevention programs na- 
tionwide. 

The reason I point it out. this was a primary prevention pro- 
gram. 

We came back to the Office of Juvenile Justice, a logical next 
step, beyond primary prevention is secondary prevention. We pro- 
posed—and it was before I was in employment at Boys Clubs of 
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America. We proposed a targeting program for delinquency inter- 
vention, not prevention, focused on high-risk kids. Youth develop- 
ment techniques used in the program make kids feel useful, make 
them feel competent, make them belong, make them have some in- 
fluence, increase their self-esteem. We involve the families in this 
intervention program. 

What is an at-risk kid? The juveniles have been arrested previ- 
ously. They come from a family with a substance-abusing parent. 
Abused juveniles, runaways, failing in two or more subjects, fre- 
quent truancy, two or more behavioral contacts. 

Talking about 3,750 kids, it breaks down to $90 per high-risk kid 
per year. You know what it costs in a detention center. 

A real quick one, competitive and noncompetitive. I can see you 
are ready to go. 

Supporting competition is as American as supporting apple pie, 
corn on the cob, and baseball. That is what I came up with at 3 
o clock last wight. 

I just think we need to be more realistic in calling for every 
grant to be competitively bid. Some can, like the restitution initia- 
tive; others cannot. 

Quite simply, it is a waste of taxpayers' money to competitively 
bid some of these grants. It is a waste of the program operator's 
money to make them think they have got a chance to actually re- 
ceive some of this money. 

I have been on the other end of this stick. I have received com- 
petitive grants in my previous employment, noncompetitive grants. 

Let me give you a few examples real quick. NACO, the National 
Association of Counties— their grant was to train county officials. 
Who better? 

The Casa Program that Bob mentioned, the judges— it is court- 
appointed special advocates. 

One of the best grants I have ever seen given from the Office of 
Juvenile Justice— and I followed it since it was first created— was 
the National Center on Missing and Exploited Children. They ad- 
dressed the problem. 

Boys Clubs of America— real quick— do we need the money? 
Hardly. Our national office has a $16 million budget. Our board 
president puts more money of his personal money per year into our 
organization than does all the public money that we receive. That 
is his personal money. 

The last thing, if everything is competitively bid— you asked 
about HO percent; I say tiO-40 is a better split than your 80 percent. 
If everything is competitively bid, or even if you go as high as 80 
percent, the only person and the only group that really benefits are 
the Beltway bandits that sprung up. They are consulting firms. 
They hire the best grant writers, people who have never operated a 
program. When JJ money is gone, these people write grants to do 
business ventures in South Africa and things like that. These 
people are not going to stay in juvenile justice. I promise you, Boys 
Clubs of America is going to be doing it long after all of us are 
gone. 

Senator Spkctkr. You may be doing it with or without grants, 

too. 
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Mr. Callaway. Exactly. We will be. Our board of directors' phi- 
losophy in taking government money is very simple. The organiza- 
tion does not need it. It takes it to help Government carry out its 
mandates whenever appropriate. 

Senator Specter. Your organization does not need the money? 

Mr. Callaway. Absolutely. We can provide good programs that 
can be replicated elsewhere. We can show it can be done in the 
neighborhoods and in the areas where you want to target. 

Senator Specter. Thank you very much, Mr. Callaway. Thank 
you, Mr. Woodson. 

We are going to make a part of the record a letter from the Free- 
dom to Read Committee of the Association of American Publishers 
to me dated July 30, 1984, without objection. 

[Letter never received for the record.] 

Senator Specter. We will keep the record open for certain addi- 
tional questions in writing to Mr. Regnery. And there will be in- 
serted, without objection, a statement from Senator Denton at the 
outset of the hearing. 

Without objection, we will insert the material you have provided. 

Thank you all very much. 

That concludes the hearing. 

[Whereupon, at 2:50 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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